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Abstract
Group oral test formats have recently been added to the types of oral
performance tests. This is because the assessment of second language (L2)
learners’ authentic conversational competence is considered important in
the current era of globalization. However, only a few studies dealing with
group oral interaction have been carried out to date.
This study aimed to identify some characteristics and developmental
phenomena of Japanese learners of English by investigating what happened
when they underwent group oral interactions in groups of three.
Participants comprised of 145 students from junior high schools, senior high
schools, and universities. Ten Japanese raters assessed the participants
utilizing criteria of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR;
Council of Europe, 2001) which is currently being used throughout the
world. In order to explore the feasibility of employing Japanese raters and
adopting the CEFR criteria, first, three facets—the severity of raters, the
difficulty of rating categories, and participants’ speaking ability—were
examined by means of multi-faceted Rasch measurement, which analyzed
sources of variation and estimated “measures” from the raw scores given by
raters. Secondly, the participants’ discourse was investigated from various
points of view based on five subcategories in the CEFR criteria: Range,
Accuracy, Fluency, Interaction, and Coherence. The analysis was carried out
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on 82 discrete items that might have the potential to explain speakers’
development. Next, participants’ characteristics which exhibited
developmental features and had relationships to the CEFR criteria were
identified and further explored. The last method taken was to find an
overall picture of the study, utilizing neural network analysis.
The major findings were as follows: the raters were considered to be
self-consistent, but showed significant differences among themselves as well
as with other researches. The CEFR rating criteria were evidenced to be
valid; however, more detailed rating scales should be created for the
situation in which all participants are Japanese, as the speaking ability of
most participants was judged as “low”. As for the relationship between the
various range-related indices and the CEFR measures, lexical diversity
could indicate wider range of talk. According to the results of error analysis,
accuracy did not significantly demonstrate the participants’ developmental
characteristics or relationships with the CEFR measures. Although fluency
is said to be a major factor in judging L2 speakers’ proficiency, this study did
not clearly support the accepted notions except for temporal variables.
Qualitative analysis concerning Interaction discovered a new pattern
termed “under-developed” in addition to the three basic patterns of
interaction that Galaczi (2004, 2008) advocated. As for the relationship
between the interactional patterns and the CEFR measures, the observed
high correlation was largely explained by group rather than individual
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characteristics, which was also demonstrated in the analysis of Coherence.
The result suggested the possibility of assigning joint scores to a group and
the necessity of further research. Neural network analysis helped estimate
the participants’ global oral interactional ability from a few number of items,
which might be more practical than to analyze the speakers’ discourse on a
number of items. The eight items used to estimate were: the number of
types, the total number of formulaic sequences (Range), the ratio of
self-corrections per error (Accuracy), the total speaking time including
pause time, the number of syllables including dysfluency, the total number
of words (Fluency), the total scores of Global Interactional Patterns (group +
individual; Interaction), and the number of words used as a group
(Coherence). The last two items from Interaction and Coherence were
group-related data, and they might have contributed, in a certain sense, to
the group oral interaction. The correlation coefficient between the estimated
values and the CEFR measures (observed values) calculated by the help of
neural network analysis was 0.840.
The group oral is an effective format for L2 learners, providing more
opportunities to interact with peers, irrespective of its threat to construct
validity. What teachers need to do in a classroom is to provide students with
opportunities to express themselves interactively using English. The group
oral interaction activity will bring about good relations between classroom
activity and the group oral test format.
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1Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
1. 1 Introduction
When I was one of the commission members of Junior High School
English Teachers’ Association, I had many opportunities to organize the
annual students' speech contest. Every year at the contest, when the first
contestant finished making a speech, all the judges went through a
negotiation about how to assess the following speakers. One year, one of the
three judges was changed to a new member. While tallying the judges’
ratings, we found out that the rating values of the new judge were
comparatively high and greatly affected the total scores of the three judges.
We therefore felt responsible for the reliability of the rating system and we
subsequently changed the method. At the same time, we strongly felt the
importance of rater training. The speech contest, held annually up until
1998, was discontinued since memorizing and reciting a speech only
demonstrated a one-way communication. Due to the increased emphasis of
the Course of Study in Japan, boards of education and schools were seeking
for better means to improve students' communicative abilities. A concrete
example of this effort was to start an Interactive English Forum (the Forum,
hereafter), which has been conducted since 1999 by a prefectural board of
2education. This pioneering approach aiming at strengthening the students’
oral interactions was put into practice in junior and senior high schools as
an extra curricular practice. One of the purposes of the Forum was to
develop students’ communicative abilities, particularly placing emphasis on
the interaction in English as an international language. The students
participating in the Forum were divided into groups consisting of three
members, or four in rare cases; the number of participants was determined
by random selection. The participants were not always the top-ranked
students, but in many cases were those who were fond of interacting with
others. The impressions given by most of the students regarding the group
oral interaction at the Forum were that it was an enjoyable experience and
friendships were formed with many students from different schools. This
was different from the participants of the speech contest who, it was
believed, could acquire confidence in English, but did not take pleasure in
the speech contest or during the practicing process. Those students who
enjoyed speaking in English often achieved excellent progress while
practicing for the Forum, and even during the Forum. Most of the
participants of the Forum received better grades in English class after the
Forum, even though reading or writing wasn’t practiced at all at the Forum.
The practice process seemed to motivate the participants effectively. The
author observed the students and hypothesized that their motivation was
enhanced because they could express their own feelings and opinions in
3English.
The judges, after observing each group oral interaction, marked the
participants in accordance with the judging criteria. The judging sheet had
three main criteria: intelligibility of expressions (10 points), cooperative-
ness/friendliness (10 points), and appropriateness of expressions (10 points)
and there were nine subscales in each criterion. It was impractical to mark
three or four students at a time based on the discrete criteria since judges
only had approximately one minute between two consecutive interactions.
Through personal experience as a judge and an organizer, giving objective,
discrete-point evaluation to every student was strenuous. Consequently, in
reality, the evaluations tended to be holistic.
While teaching English to students and observing interactions by the
students in the Forums, some questions had arisen. What kind of ability
enables the students to be proficient in English? What kind of language
ability do the judges regard as important? Are the rating criteria
satisfactorily evaluating students’ communicative ability? Are the judges
assessing the students adequately? Are there any specific areas in which
teachers can teach students to improve their speaking skills? These were
the starting point of the present study.
41. 2 Rationale for the Study
1. 2. 1 Course of Study and Communication Skills
“Speaking is in many ways an undervalued skill: literary skills are on
the whole more prized” (Bygate, 1987: ii). Learners need to be able not only
to write, but also to speak with confidence in English as a foreign language
(EFL) in order to carry out smooth oral interactions. It is especially crucial
to start to learn oral communication skills as soon as one begins learning
English, namely, at junior high schools, when Japanese students begin
learning English as a foreign language. Davies (1978) mentioned that a
communicative approach should focus on oral skills before those of written.
It can be predicted that putting too much stress on grammar in junior and
senior high schools might have caused the deficiency in communication
ability among Japanese learners. Canale and Swain (1980a, 1980b), Canale
(1983), Swain (1984), Bachman (1990), and Bachman and Palmer (1996)
brought various expanded notions of communicative competence and
(communicative) language ability, which subsequently contributed to the
Course of Study in Japan. The Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and Technology (MEXT, 2002) states as follows:
With the progress of globalization in the economy and in society, it is
essential that our children acquire communication skills in English,
which has become a common international language, in order for living
5in the 21st century. This has become an extremely important issue
both in terms of the future of our children and the further development
of Japan as a nation. At present, though, the English-speaking abilities
of a large percentage of the population are inadequate, and this
imposes restrictions on exchanges with foreigners and creates
occasions when the ideas and opinions of Japanese people are not
appropriately evaluated. However, it is not possible to state that
Japanese people have sufficient ability to express their opinions based
on a firm grasp of their own language. Accordingly, we have formulated
a strategy to cultivate “Japanese with English abilities” in a concrete
action plan with the aim of drastically improving the English
education of Japanese people.
The author believes that English teachers in Japan should give their
students more opportunities to exchange opinions freely in English to help
realize this action. Investigating the characteristics and developmental
phenomena apparent in Japanese learners of English with their raters’
perspectives will help us English teachers to realize the importance of and
to naturalize the group oral interactions in classrooms. Therefore, the
author investigated the speakers’ discourses in group interactions in three
types of educational institutions—junior high schools, senior high schools
and universities—quantitatively and qualitatively because the studies to
6date have explored learners’ communication skills solely in one type of
educational institutions and there has been no study that investigated it
cross-sectionally.
1. 2. 2 Performance Test Format
Although interviews are the most commonly used performance-based
oral test, its format is often criticized as being “pseudo-social and
asymmetrical” (van Lier, 1989). In other words, an interviewer controls
turn-taking, topic organization, and conversation structure as planned in
advance, whereas an interviewee, in general, has no right to decide when,
for how long, and what to speak about. The interviewer never fails to ask
questions, and the interviewee merely has to answer them, an unnatural
sequence which rarely happens in the real world. When interviewed,
interviewees may be forced to follow the interviewer’s sociocultural
standards (Salaberry, 2000). In addition, interviewers should be adequately
trained to elicit the required utterances from the interviewees; otherwise, as
Brown (2003) reported, the differences in interviewer techniques might
affect the interviewees’ performance. Moreover, evidence has shown that
raters’ assessments affect the validity of scores in interview tests (Ross and
Berwick, 1992; Johnson and Tyler, 1998; He and Young, 1998). Although an
interview test format is more authentic than a monologue, it has
drawbacks.
7Paired and group oral test formats have recently been introduced to
the range of oral performance tests because the assessment of second
language (L2) learners’ authentic conversational competence is considered
important in the current era of globalization. The introduction of paired and
group oral tests became possible because of “a product of the increased
interpretability of test scores, potential validity of the scores when linked to
real-world criteria, and positive washback effects” (Bonk and Ockey, 2003, p.
89). Oral performance tests of the paired or small group (“oral interaction in
a small group” will be termed “group oral” hereafter, following Bonk and
Ockey [2003]) types are being administered, for example, in Cambridge
First Certificate (paired), Cambridge Certificate of Proficiency in English
(paired) and in the speaking test administered by the Council of Europe
(paired and group oral). There are some local tests that utilize the group
oral: In South Korea these are run by universities, the Educational Testing
Service (ETS; to select scholarship recipients) and a private company; in
Hong Kong there is the Hong Kong Use of English Test, and in China there
are the College English Test – Spoken English Test and the Public English
Test Systems. No group oral tests have been administered in Japan to date,
excluding the Interactive English Forum for junior and senior high schools
organized municipally as mentioned earlier. In comparison to interviews,
the group oral is likely to produce natural and insightful conversation with
peers, and it has been reported to be appropriate in certain test situations
8and in a battery of oral tests (Van Moere, 2006; Shohamy, Reves, and
Bejarano, 1986; Fulcher, 1996a; Bonk and Ockey, 2003). Research dealing
with the paired format has recently begun but only a few studies dealing
with the group oral have been carried out as of today.
1. 2. 3 Performance Assessment
For the purpose of evaluating participants’ oral interaction skills
adequately and sufficiently, it was of great importance to use reliable,
well-established rating criteria; however, creating new criteria was beyond
my scope. The criteria had to be designed specifically for the group oral and
appropriately evaluate novice learners, such as junior high school students.
Only one criterion fitted for the objective, which was specifically designed
for paired or group oral interactions. It was adopted from the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR: Council of Europe,
2001). It was beneficial to use the CEFR criteria because the Council of
Europe has disclosed all information such as its rationale and framework as
well as rating scales and a training DVD for raters (North & Hughes, 2003).
I deeply appreciate my supervisor for letting me use the training DVD for
this study. The video included concrete samples for standardization training
for English as case studies. For details about the CEFR, see section 4.2.
More importantly, candidates of the CEFR range from Basic Users to
Proficient Users, which include the participants of the current study,
9whereas other examinations are administered for speakers above
upper-intermediate to proficient level. However, the CEFR was mainly
developed for assessing examinees within the area of the EU. This study,
hence, investigated whether or not the criteria were feasible for assessment
in a situation where both the examinees and raters were Japanese. It is
often the case that the raters are native speakers. However, in this study,
Japanese teachers of English were selected as the raters because it is most
frequently the members of this profession who have opportunities to assess
the students’ language ability. Furthermore, they are the teachers who are
authorized in deciding how to improve students’ language ability. Some may
think that native speakers should evaluate learners but Kim (2009) claims
that Korean (non-native speaker) and Canadian (native speaker) raters did
not demonstrate significant differences. Kormos and Denes (2004) also
assert that there was no significant difference between native and
non-native raters while individual differences were much larger.
Stiggins (1987) defines performance assessment as “the form when
achievement is measured by observation and professional judgement” (p.33).
Since performance-based assessment is different from multiple-choice tests
and is assessed by a human, it can be subjective. Performance embodies a
test-taker’s underlying complex skills, abilities, and knowledge;
consequently, it is crucial to conduct rater training and validate the raters’
assessment. There will always be inconsistency and differences in ratings,
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no matter who we choose as raters, how much training we provide, and how
reliable and validated rating criteria are. By the aid of multi-faceted Rasch
measurement, we may find some characteristics of the raters and eliminate
the factors that may cause bias in rating as much as possible.
1. 3 Purpose of the Study
The group oral is still a new type of test format and a limited number
of research has been carried out even including the research concerning the
paired format. The studies to date are mainly on interlocutor effects or
differences apparent in interviews. Investigation of raters' behaviors/
characteristics and rating criteria with respect to the group oral has not yet
been conducted; nor the relationship between raters' ratings and learners'
speaking developments. In response to such situation, this study was
carried out by choosing 145 students from 2 junior high schools, 2 senior
high schools, and 3 universities as representatives of English learners
assessed during their group orals.
Firstly, raters' ratings were explored statistically by how they
evaluated the participants, how (in)consistent their assessments were, how
severe/lenient their ratings were, and what types of bias there were. By the
aid of multi-faceted Rasch Measurement Analysis, bias was eliminated as
much as possible and interval scale ratings (termed measures) were
calibrated and utilized for the subsequent analysis. Secondly, the
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participants’ discourses were analyzed from a number of items relating to
the subcategories of the CEFR criteria in order to find out characteristics
and developmental phenomena in their speaking samples. Thirdly, the
CEFR criteria were examined whether or not they could be operated
without modifying them for the Japanese learners of English, specifically
for lower level students. Utilizing the results obtained from the second and
third analysis described above, and the fourth aim was to explore the
relationship between the discrete variables obtained by the analysis and the
measures obtained from the CEFR criteria. By doing so, we would be able to
deduce the raters' perceptions for the higher ratings and contributing ratios.
The latter might represent the participants’ abilities in group orals, which
may contribute to classroom situation where no thorough analysis would be
feasible. Lastly, pedagogical implications were reflected; in particular the
applicability of the group oral as a test format, which subsequently might
encourage teachers to provide their students with the opportunities to
interact in groups.
1. 4 Research Questions
In order to accomplish the purpose of the study, the following five
questions were set for when Japanese learners of English take the group
oral interactions:
1) How raters assess the participants interacting in a group of three in
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terms of their consistency, severity/leniency, bias and their
interaction when both the raters and the participants are Japanese?
2) What are the characteristics and developmental phenomena of the
participants when analyzing their speaking samples based on the
five subcategories of the CEFR criteria: Range, Accuracy, Fluency,
Interaction, and Coherence?
3) How efficiently can CEFR rating scales evaluate the participants’
speaking abilities? Can the CEFR rating criteria be operated
without modification for the Japanese learners of English including
the lower level students?
4) What are the relationships of the participants’ characteristics, the
developmental phenomena and the raters' measures? Which of the
characteristics and development phenomena encourage raters to
give higher scores to speakers?
5) What pedagogical implications can be drawn from the results?
1. 5 Significance of the Study
Compared to research in interview tests, studies in the paired and
group oral have been very limited. Nonetheless, as paired tests have
recently become more widely accepted, more research results have become
available (Iwashita, 1996; Kormos, 1999; Lazaraton, 1996; Nakatsuhara,
2006; O’Sullivan, 2002). In 2009, one journal, Language Testing, featured
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various researches concerning paired and group orals (Brooks, 2009; Davis,
2009; Ducasse and Brown, 2009; Macqueen and Harding, 2009; May, 2009;
Wigglesworth and Storch, 2009; Ockey, 2009), which indicates the beginning
of a new era of the test formats. However, studies in the group oral have just
started recently and very little is known about speakers’ behaviors. This
study may lead the way for the group oral.
This study investigated a substantial number of items that might have
the potential to indicate the participants’ language abilities. It was to avoid
causing the construction of under-representation as much as possible, that
is, there would be more possibilities in choosing irrelevant items when
employed with less numbers of item. Selecting a considerable number of
items was likely to help find relevant items for each subcategory of the
CEFR rating criteria.
In addition, this study applied a mixed research paradigm, as it was
based on quantitative research approaches along with qualitative
techniques. Quantitative research essentially relies on the collection of
quantitative data regarded as objective, outcome-oriented and independent
of the researcher (Nunan, 1992). Qualitative research relies on the
collection of qualitative data, namely words, which display reality through
rich interpretations (Berg, 2004). Qualitative data is more likely to lead to
unforeseen findings and to new integrations (Miles and Huberman, 1994).
Mixed research is a relatively new movement in the domain of educational
14
research, whereby qualitative and quantitative methods are combined
within one study (Johnson and Christensen, 2004). The advantages of
mixed research include the ability “to complement one set of results with
another, to expand a set of results, or to discover something that would have
been missed if only a quantitative or a qualitative approach had been used”
(Johnson and Christensen, 2004, p. 9). If the spoken data were solely
treated as statistical numbers, there would have been a possibility to miss
out an important human behavior; hence, the students’ discourses were
closely looked into based on the contexts.
When Kormos and Denes (2004) analyzed spoken texts, they reported
that the analysis was very time-consuming and difficult unless carried out
by the help of computers, therefore they could only investigate the speech
samples of 16 learners of English, which was still a greater number than in
earlier researches. Compared with the research by Kormos and Denes, this
study investigated many other features of the speech samples produced by
135 speakers. This study, which sees Japanese learners’ language ability
from various points of view, may help us understand their communication
ability in oral interaction.
Limitations of the study are described in section 11.3.
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1. 6 Definition of the Terms
1. 6. 1 Communicative Competence and Language Ability
As a reaction against Chomsky’s (1965) distinction between
competence and performance in terms of grammar-focused theory, Hymes
(1972) introduced the concept of communicative competence, which
consisted of not only grammatical competence but also knowledge of the
sociocultural rules of appropriate language use. Hymes’ notion of
sociolinguistic appropriateness distinguished between what is possible,
what is feasible, what is appropriate, and what is actually done in the use of
communicative language. Subsequently, Canale and Swain (1980) and
Canale (1983) proposed a framework of communicative competence
consisting of four knowledge and skill components: grammatical competence,
sociolinguistic competence, strategic competence and discourse competence,
which emphasized language use for communication. Later in 1990,
Bachman introduced the model of Communicative Language Ability (CLA),
which was further developed into the model of language ability (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996). It is currently the most commonly used model in language
testing. Bachman and Palmer believe that “language ability must be
considered within an interactional framework of language use” (p. 62). The
model of language ability comprise of two components: language knowledge
(language competence) which is more componential and static, and strategic
competence (metacognitive strategies) which is more active and dynamic.
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Language knowledge is further divided into two broad categories, that is,
organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledge. Organizational
knowledge includes grammatical knowledge and textual knowledge, in
which language users can organize their utterances or sentences and texts.
Pragmatic knowledge encompasses functional knowledge and sociolinguistic
knowledge, in which language users can relate the forms of language (words,
utterances, and texts) to their communicative goals and the setting of
language use. Strategic competence is an executive processes and language
users can engage in goal setting, assessment, and planning.
1. 6. 2 Interactional Competence
The concept of interactional competence was first advocated by
Kramsch in 1986, when communicative language teaching was being
promoted. This method of teaching favored classroom interactions in pairs
or groups, unlike traditional language proficiency tests, which put emphasis
on lexical and grammatical forms but paid little attention to the dynamic
process of communication. In this sense, language proficiency tests in Japan
have not changed since the term was first coined two and a half decades ago.
Kramsch claims that interaction is important because “successful
interaction presupposes not only a shared knowledge of the world, the
reference to a common external context of communication, but also the
construction of a shared internal context or ‘sphere of inter-subjectivity’ that
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is built through the collaborative effort of the interactional partners” (p.
367). Collaborative interaction allows negotiation of meaning
between/among the interlocutors, which subsequently prompts second
language (L2) acquisition.
The concept of interactional competence stemmed from a
sociolinguistic point of view originally inspired by Hymes (1972, 1974).
Researchers and sociolinguists have used various terms to describe the
concept, such as interactive practice (Hall, 1995), communicative practice
(Hanks, 1996), discursive practice, discourse as social action, and
talk-in-interaction.
He and Young (1998) and Young (2000) take up the notion of
interactional competence as a core concept of the Interactional Competence
Theory, which defines speaking ability as authentic normal conversation in
the target language. They view interactional competence as different from
so-called communicative competence. The former is co-constructed by all
interlocutors in a discursive practice and is specific to that practice, and it
requires further elaboration of L2 knowledge, such as strategic competence
or pragmatic competence. On the other hand, communicative competence
has been used in many testing situations in which participants are assessed
based on their individual performance. According to He and Young (1998),
“individuals do not acquire a general, practice-independent competence;
rather they acquire a practice-specific interactional competence by
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participating with more experienced others in specific interactive practices”
(p. 7). Various definitions of interactional competence can be found in the
literature: Jacoby and Ochs (1995) define it as the way interlocutors
co-construct the oral performance through collaborative and supportive
interaction, and Ducasse and Brown (2009) define it “in terms of how
speakers structure and sequence their speech, and how they apply
turn-taking rules” (p. 424). The Interactional Competence Theory has had
an impact on language teaching pedagogy.
Apart from the Interactional Competence Theory, the significance of
interaction has also been asserted by researchers: McNamara (1996), for
example, points out the weakness of communicative competence models,
which focus too much on individual performance and he asserts the
necessity of interaction between speakers. Furthermore, conversational
interaction is believed to be beneficial for L2 learning (Swain, 2001).
1. 6. 3 Co-constructed Interaction
As stated by Swain (2001, p. 280), “dialogue mediates the construction
of knowledge; through dialogue participants co-construct knowledge.” That
is, when second language learners partake successfully in a collaborative
activity, they use language in their knowledge-building interaction for the
purpose of solving their language problems. Swain terms it “collaborative
dialogue” (p.281), in which the speakers construct the interactive
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performance jointly, not individually. The interaction is co-constructed
through cognitive and strategic processes and, consequently, the speakers’
performance is co-constructed.
In the opinion of Jacoby and Ochs (1995), in order to achieve
co-constructed interaction, each interlocutor needs to bear responsibility for
establishing sequential coherence, identities, meaning, and events.
“Co-construction” is described in Jacoby and Ochs (p. 171), based on the
aforementioned notion of Kramsch (1986), as a “range of interactional
processes, including collaboration, cooperation, and coordination.” They also
state that co-construction of interaction is essential for a successful
conversation. The perspective of co-constructed interaction relates, in part,
to the sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) rooted in Vygotsky (1978, 1991).
As McNamara (1997) states, “the issue of interlocutor support (or the lack of
it), its nature, distribution, and effects assumes importance from a
Vygotskyan perspective” (p. 455).
1. 7 Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation comprises eleven chapters as Figure 1.1 demonstrates
including this introduction chapter. Chapter 2 outlines the background of
the performance test formats, in particular the paired and group oral. The
literature related to the five subcategories in the CEFR is described later in
the chapters for each of the subcategories. Chapter 3 provides an overview
20
of methodological procedures of the study. As the figure shows, in chapter 4,
the overview of the rating criteria, the Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR) and the theory of the multi-faceted Rasch measurement
(MFRM) are explained before the participants’ raw scores are presented and
transformed into interval data after eliminating bias. The analysis in
chapter 4 demonstrates some of the characteristics about rating scales,
raters and speakers.
Figure 1.1. Organization of the dissertation
Through chapters 5 to 9, each chapter gives a description about the
literature with regards to each of the CEFR subcategories. In each chapter,
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methodologies for analyzing the subcategory are introduced before the
participants’ spoken data are analyzed and subsequent discussion follows.
In chapter 10, all the data are calculated statistically by means of neural
network analysis for the purpose of obtaining items which represent the
participants’ abilities in the group orals shown in the subcategory analysis
chapters. The last chapter, chapter 11, summarises the findings presented
in the previous chapters. It also discusses limitation and pedagogical
implications of the study and directions for future research.
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Chapter 2
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
2. 1 Introduction
This chapter solely describes the background of the performance-based
test, basically, previous studies related to the paired oral and the group oral.
First of all, research in paired oral, which can be applied to the group oral,
will be introduced before describing research on the group oral.
As described in Performance Test Format in section 1.2.2, a growing
number of peer-to-peer test formats has been employed around the world.
By contrast, the number of research has not yet been enough, specifically
concerning the group oral and they mainly focus on investigating
differences in interviews or paired tests such as interlocutor effects. Since
the group oral is still a new concept, the author thought that overall
characteristics of speakers’ and raters’ behaviors needed to be explored
thoroughly.
The theoretical background of statistic measures such as multi-faceted
Rasch measurement, neural network, and each of the CEFR-based
subcategories in terms of their definitions, previous studies, and
methodologies of analysis are described in the first part of chapter 4 to 10
respectively.
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2. 2. Previous Studies on Paired Orals
Among diverse kinds of research, studies concerning interlocutor
effects have been substantially carried out but have demonstrated
inconsistent results. The first type of research concerns the difference
between the paired and interview formats. Brooks (2009) reports that just
as interlocutor effects can be found between an interviewer and interviewee,
so can they be found between interlocutors in a paired format. Through
quantitative analysis, Brooks found that the examinees were assigned
higher scores when they interacted with other interlocutors than when they
interacted with interviewers. Qualitative analysis within sociocultural
theory revealed that encouraging elaboration, finishing sentences, referring
to a partner’s ideas, and paraphrasing were more frequently observed in a
paired test, which indicated a more complex, co-constructed, and
collaborative nature of dialogue, with more interactions and negotiation of
meaning.
The second type of research compares effects of interlocutor
personalities, with contradictive results. One such study showed that very
little difference in scores was found when examinees were matched with
interlocutors with different personalities. For instance, Bonk and Van
Moere (2004) concluded that, in the group oral, outgoing speakers
demonstrated a significant but small advantage over their introverted
interlocutors. Another study showed a significant difference between the
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scores for extrovert and introvert interlocutors. For example, Berry (2004)
noted that both extrovert and introvert speakers received higher scores
when their interlocutors were more extroverted. As such, interlocutor
effects seem to be indirect and unpredictable (Brown and McNamara, 2004)
The third type of research investigates whether or not an interlocutor’s
proficiency level affects scores. Iwashita (1996) analyzed speakers’ discourse
in terms of grammar and expression, fluency, pronunciation, vocabulary,
communication strategies, and task fulfilment, in addition to distributing a
questionnaire. High-proficiency interlocutors performed better when paired
with other high-proficiency speakers. Low-proficiency speakers also did
better when they interacted with high-proficiency interlocutors than with
low-proficiency interlocutors; however, there was a large variability among
individuals. This result agrees with that of Berry (2004); nonetheless, it
should be noted that speakers’ increased production of talk, when paired
with high-proficiency interlocutors, did not lead to significantly different
scores. Berry supposed that the variability derived from anxiety and degree
of confidence. After analyzing the results of the questionnaire, Iwashita
additionally concluded that the subjects of her study, non-native speakers of
Japanese, preferred non-native speakers to native speakers as interlocutors.
Considering that test-takers felt more relaxed with non-native interlocutors
when performing tasks, they might have felt that non-native speakers
created a less threatening environment. The questionnaire results also
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suggested that, although it depended on the individual, the more proficient
the speakers were, the less selective they became about their interlocutors.
Davis (2009) also examined the effect of interlocutor proficiency on the
Cambridge First Certificate of English (FCE) paired test. L2 learners of
English were divided into two levels, higher and lower, and they had one
conversation with an interlocutor of similar proficiency and another with an
interlocutor of different proficiency (i.e., higher or lower). He approached
the study through quantitative and qualitative methods: multi-faceted
Rasch analysis and conversation analysis (CA), respectively. No significant
effects of interlocutor proficiency were observed in the Rasch analysis
ability measures, although the lower proficiency examinees produced more
talk when matched with higher-level interlocutors, indicating comparable
results with those of Berry (2004) and Iwashita (1996). In terms of
qualitative interactional features between the dyads, collaborative
interaction indicated higher oral language skills, namely, higher Interactive
Communication (IC) scores in the FCE. Accordingly, a demonstration of
collaborative interaction might have indicated higher oral interaction skills.
2. 3 Previous Studies on Group Orals
The group oral is the extended format of the paired oral test. Folland
and Robertson (1976) are the researchers who first advocated “the group
oral” as one performance test format. The group oral has been reported to
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threaten the reliability of test scores; however, further research should be
carried out because the research is insufficient in this area, compared to the
research in interviews and paired oral performance tests. Van Moere (2006)
states that “the potential advantages to group assessments, and the fact
that candidates themselves give positive reactions to this test format,
suggest that further research is warranted into group oral tests” (p. 436).
Ockey (2009) investigated interlocutor effects in groups of three,
studying whether scores assigned to assertive and non-assertive speakers
were affected by interlocutors’ levels of assertiveness. The group members
took two kinds of tests: a group oral test and an individual speaking test via
telephone. Statistical analysis was conducted to examine the extent to
which assertive or non-assertive speakers’ scores were affected by the
degree of assertiveness of the interlocutors. The assertive speakers received
higher scores when grouped with the two non-assertive interlocutors and
lower scores when grouped with the two assertive interlocutors.
In the group oral, research has shown that topic, or prompt, is not a
significant factor when more than one prompt is employed (Van Moere,
2006). What most affects a test-taker’s performance or how raters perceive
an individual test-taker are “the characteristics of interlocutors and
interaction dynamics within the group” (Van Moere, 2006, p. 411). The
prompts in Van Moere’s study were marriage, family, travel, and lifestyle.
Fulcher (1996) also reports that variance caused by task type is negligible,
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referring to the fact that task variation had the least impact on score
variance when identical test-takers performed three tasks in the group oral.
Small effects of task variation on score variance may stem from social
factors, such as interlocutor variability, group dynamics, or rater differences,
which have a greater impact on the group oral.
2.4. Disadvantages of Group Orals
It has been claimed that the group oral has various defects. First, Van
Moere (2006) questions whether the test format allows interlocutors to
demonstrate the full range of their linguistic knowledge, referring to
Shohamy et al. (1986) whose study has demonstrated that an oral test
format for groups overlapped the least with the three following tasks—a
discussion, reporting task, and role-play. However, a question arises: is it
necessary to overlap with other tasks? In spite of establishing the different
competences of the test-takers, a group oral test should demonstrate a
certain kind of language ability. The characteristics determined by oral
interactions in terms of English language ability have yet to be studied in
detail. Norton (2005), instead, argues that the paired format can elicit
different language data and different levels of performances.
The second drawback is that the interaction might be affected by
uncontrollable variables from other interlocutors which threat its validity
such as gender, age, intimacy, status, introverted/extrovert personalities,
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willingness to speak, and different levels of proficiency. These variables may
have a smaller effect on a single-speaker test format such as a monologue or
picture description.
The third limitation is a matter of the quality of the interlocutor. On
certain occasions, when an interview is carried out, an interlocutor is a
trained or professional interviewer who is supposed to elicit a required
utterance from the test taker. However, an interlocutor in a small group is
also an examinee; therefore, the interlocutor cannot be trained and is less
qualified. The interlocutor may disrupt the other peers in the group (Brooks
2009; Van Moere, 2006). Although interlocutor variability has been
regarded as an unwelcome and uncontrollable threat to standardization,
test reliability, and fairness, Taylor and Wigglesworth (2009) provide an
alternative perspective against oral interaction:
An alternative view of interlocutor variability would be to regard it
instead as part of the very ability construct that we are interested in
measuring. According to this view, individual test taker characteristics
such as age, gender, cultural background, L1 accent, L2 proficiency
level, and so forth could be considered integral elements of
communicative competence, and, as such, defined within the construct
of interactional competence and operationalised within the paired
speaking test (p. 332).
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Lastly, compared with an interview, an assessment of a group’s oral
interaction generally demonstrates lower inter-rater agreement, which is
also a threat to validity (Van Moere, 2006). The issue related to the
inter-rater reliability will be discussed in Chapter 4.
In addition, there is still controversy over whether raters should give
scores to each member of the pair/group or to the group as a whole.
Representing the interactional competence point of view, May (2009) argues
that raters may have difficulty in reducing the influence of one speaker on
another in order to provide separate and fair scores to individuals.
Meanwhile, many researchers (Shohamy et al., 1986; Fulcher, 1996a; Bonk
and Ockey, 2003; Van Moere, 2006) think it appropriate to test in groups
but to rate test-takers as individuals. Giving a joint score to a group will be
considered in the latter chapters.
These disadvantages, which may pose a threat to test validity, might
have been the reason why the test format of oral discussions in groups was
used rarely. Furthermore, rater severity and inconsistency threaten the
validity of the test format as well as other performance-based assessments
(Bonk and Ockey, 2003); however, Bonk and Ockey assert the necessity of
employing group oral interactions despite all the disadvantages:
The one-shot test of discussion ability is certainly an insufficient basis
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upon which to make a valid overall decision about an examinee’s oral
ability, but it may more closely match the construct of oral L2
proficiency than even a reliable 150-item test of grammar, vocabulary
and reading items. In many institutions worldwide, performance
assessment is still a new concept, and they are unlikely to adopt a form
of it that requires multiple tasks and is time consuming; thus, the
group oral, along with its limitations, may be a step in the right
direction (p. 103).
2.5 Advantages of Group Orals
Although the group oral has received little attention, it has a variety of
advantages. First, the group oral is resource economical (Bonk and Ockey,
2003). In particular, the format enables educational institutions to test
many students at a single time in comparison to an interview test that has a
higher demand on an interviewer. In fact, the group oral test format has
been implemented for university entrance exams in South Korea for its
economic efficiency and for time-saving reasons. Accordingly, Korean
students consider the group oral as important and practice how to interact
in English, and believe it promotes pragmalinguistic competence (personal
opinion by a committee member).
Second, raters can concentrate on their assessment. In some
internationally administered high-stakes test, raters can focus on ratings
31
and need not participate in the interaction with the examinees asking the
appropriate questions. In Japan, however, interviewers are still required to
play dual roles as an interviewer and a rater; for example, at Eiken (a test
conducted by The Society for Testing English Proficiency (STEP) in which
the largest number of Japanese students takes every year). Controlling the
conversation in an interview and assessing the interviewee are not easy
tasks. This also means that rater training, since it only involves assessing
group interactions, is less difficult than training an interviewer who is
required to elicit a test-taker’s speech sample.
Third, group orals or paired interactions promote more communicative,
speaking-focused teaching and learning, which may reflect classroom
situations and induce the washback effect, because collaborating during
speaking activities helps develop the learners’ oral proficiency. Often,
students work in pairs or in small groups in classrooms, but when taking a
test with an interviewer, they feel as though others are interfering with or
imposing themselves on them, or in a monologue/tape mediated situation,
they might feel a sense of loneliness that they are not accustomed to or feel
uncomfortable in (Taylor, 2000). Assuming that learning should take place
as the result of a small group collaboration and cooperation in a classroom,
teachers should recreate similar conditions when evaluating the students
(Webb, 1995). Linking an oral communication task and a classroom activity
may suit educational contexts (Davis, 2009). In addition, it provides a
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crucial connection between test scores and a language use situation, which
is an essential part of score interpretation (Bachman and Palmer, 1996).
Fourth, oral interaction enables speakers to show more varied
interaction patterns and language functions within a richer discourse,
which leads to authenticity (Taylor, 2000, 2001; Skehan, 2001; ffrench,
2003; Kormos, 1999; Lazaraton, 2002; Saville and Hargreaves, 1999; He and
Dai, 2006). In this regard, speakers have more opportunities to show their
oral ability or interactional competence as they employ more interactional
and conversational management functions (Taylor, 2001; Fulcher, 1996a;
Galaczi, 2004). The more authentic the test task becomes, the more valid
the score interpretation (Ockey, 2009). Oral interaction, therefore, may lead
to more complex, co-constructed, and collaborative dialogues, with more
interactions and negotiation of meaning.
Fifth, oral interaction evens out the asymmetrical power relationship
observed in the interview test format (van Lier, 1989; Skehan, 2001; Egyud
and Glover, 2001; Young and Milanovic, 1992; Iwashita, 1996; Lazaraton,
2002; Taylor, 2001). Furthermore, candidates are reported to be able to earn
higher scores in a paired test than in an interview (Brooks, 2009). Bonk and
Ockey (2003) conclude that “providing the students with opportunities to
initiate and control conversation during the test might mean an
enhancement of the validity of the score-based inferences” (p. 90).
Finally, test-takers show positive reactions to the group oral; they
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consider such discussions with other peers less intimidating than a
face-to-face interview, in that they can control the conversation and are
allowed to use more natural language (Shohamy et al., 1986; Fulcher,
1996a; Egyud and Glover, 2001; Van Moere, 2006). Fulcher (1996a) reports
that subjects perceive the group oral as more valid than an interview
because discourse during the group oral is felt to be more natural. This is
contradicted by the results of a questionnaire devised by Nevo and Shohamy
in 1984, in which only 51% of the examinees and students considered the
group oral better than the interview in terms of the correct evaluation of
their speaking ability. More than a quarter-century has passed since Nevo
and Shohamy’s questionnaire and learners today may answer differently.
For example, many of the students involved in the Forum gave positive
feedbacks. Nevertheless, we should acknowledge that rating procedures
need to be appropriate and well-established, especially when evaluating a
high-stakes test.
The group oral seems to possess a number of advantages which can be
applied in both test and classroom situations because of its authenticity.
Nevertheless, research has just begun and little has been acknowledged.
Research has been primarily restricted to a comparative study with
interview tests and exploration of interlocutor effects. No studies
investigated overall characteristics of speakers in the group oral or
relationships between raters’ scores/rating scales and each characteristic.
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Based on the current situation, this study addresses the unexplored area of
the group oral.
2. 6 Summary
This chapter mainly highlighted the literature concerning the paired
and the group oral. The previous studies which could be applied to the group
oral were first introduced. After describing the differences between the
paired and interview test formats, various types of interlocutor effects were
explained. Next, some research related to the group oral such as
interlocutor effects and task variations were introduced. Lastly,
disadvantages and advantages of the group oral were described with
emphasis on the necessity of employing the group oral test format.
For the literature of analyzing subcategories in the CEFR and of
statistical methods, see the first part of chapters 4 to 10 respectively. The
next chapter gives information about the study procedure.
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Chapter 3
PROCEDURE
3. 1 Introduction
Chapter 3 explains the procedures for collecting speech samples of this
study and prepares for the subsequent analysis: participants, collection of
speech samples, transcription, raters, and ratings. Explanations of the
rating criteria and theories and empirical research concerning data analysis
methodologies are described in the first part of the chapters 4 to 10
respectively.
3. 2 Participants
The participants in the study were 135 students from seven schools
from among three kinds of educational institutions, namely, two junior high
schools, two senior high schools, and three universities from around the
Kanto area, including Tokyo. They were divided into a total of 45 groups,
each containing three students. The groups comprised fifteen junior high
school student groups, fifteen senior high school student groups, and fifteen
university student groups. In order to ensure an appropriate balance of
students from the various types of schools, about half of the participants
were recruited from public schools, while the others were from private
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schools. The private junior and senior high schools had employed
independently published English textbooks instead of the ones authorized
by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(Ministry of Education, hereafter), although the schools in Japan follow the
standardized framework of the government. The university students
belonged to a wide-range of faculties, none of them being English majors.
From the questionnaire distributed at the time of the group oral, we knew
that no students had received education abroad with English as the medium
of instruction. Although one junior high student, six senior high students,
and three university students had lived abroad after they began their
education, none of the students had a relatively high English-speaking
ability.
Table 3.1.
Number of Participants in Each Educational Institution
Institutions
Public schools Private schools
Males Females Total
Participants Groups Participants Groups
Junior high
schools
27 (9) 8 19 27
18 (6) 18 0 18
Senior high
schools
24 (8) 19 5 24
21 (7) 21 0 21
Universities
15 (5) 8 7 15
15 (5) 6 9 15
15 (5) 4 11 15
Total 66 (22) 69 (23) 84 51 135
Table 3.1 shows the number of participants and their backgrounds.
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Since the private junior and senior high schools were specifically for boys,
the number of male students was larger at 84, as compared to the number of
female students, at 51. The reason for selecting students ranging from
junior high schools to the university was because they had studied or have
been studying English in Japan within the standardized framework
established by the Ministry of Education. For entrance exams, the students,
especially those in the private high schooli, mainly focus on grammar and
reading, and do not receive speaking-centric English classes. This study will
investigate how the students’ English-speaking ability as a foreign language,
developed while their studies emphasized on grammar and reading.
3. 3 Data collection
The data on the group oral were collected from each educational
institution through the following process:
(1) A questionnaire was distributed with questions on the participants’
backgrounds in terms of English language study, teaching/learning
style in the past, and preferable teaching/learning styles;
(2) The students were randomly allocated into groups of three;
(3) Each group drew a card on which one of the seven interaction
topics—School, Family, Friends, Hobbies, English, Dream and
Culture—was written down; the first four being topics were only for
junior/senior high school students and the last three being only were
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for university students for the sake of students’ comfort of speaking.
The students were asked to speak on the designated topic (see Table
3.2 for the number of topics the participants interacted on and
section 1.6 for the discussion of speaking tasks);
(4) Five minutes were allotted to each member of the group to plan
his/her speech without speaking to the other members of the group;
(5) Each member of the group introduced themselves for about half a
minute as a warm-up activity;
(6) Finally, the three students interacted orally as a group for five
minutes on the selected topic.
Concerning (4), the participants were given time for planning as it is
hard for learners to process meaning and form concurrently, which is
described in section 5.2.2.
They were encouraged to have a natural and casual conversation while
sitting and looking at each other. The interaction was videotaped after
acquiring the permission of the participants. Later, individual identifiable
parts, such as the self-introduction section, were deleted so that only the
group number such as “Group 5” was shown on the screen. At the time of
making the DVDs, the interaction time of each group was edited down to be
exactly 5.0 minutes.
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Table 3.2.
Number of Topics Which Groups of Three Interacted
School Family Friends Hobbies English Culture Dream Total
Junior HS 8 3 0 4 0 0 0 15
Senior HS 4 5 2 4 0 0 0 15
University 0 0 0 1 2 7 5 15
3. 4 Transcription Procedure
The participants’ oral interaction data were first videotaped and then
transcribed. The confirmation of the current speaker from the group was
made by others while watching the DVD. Appendix B is all of the
transcribed data. The period “.” indicates a falling intonation and it did not
always mean the end of a sentence. On the contrary, the question mark “?”
indicates a raising intonation and did not always suggest a question. The
dots “...” suggest a continuous talk, meaning that the speaker did not end
the sentence with neither falling or raising tone but showed his/her
intention to continue the conversation. The Japanese words that were
transcribed for the purpose of understanding their interaction were
italicized and other Japanese words or sentences were indicated with
parenthesis as <<Japanese>>. They were mostly suggestions, corrections, or
invitations for contribution among the speakers. Otherwise, the word in
parenthesis (inaudible) means that the speaker surely uttered something
but the listener could not hear it.
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When the speaker held the floor, it was counted as one turn even when
it was <<Japanese>> or (inaudible). When the same speaker started to talk
again after a certain period of time, the second utterance was counted as a
new turn. Even when the speaker was interrupted by another speaker with
a back-channel, the turn was counted as one unless the other speaker took
the floor. Back-channels were indicated as (BC) with parenthesis and they
were not counted as turns. Basically, when a speaker took the floor, the turn
was counted.
The words or a sentence in brackets < > described the necessity for
explanations. In the transcription in Appendix B, all the words except
“proper nouns” and “I” were written in lowercase, since the listener could
not distinct which word was the beginning of the sentence. Transcription
conventions basically followed Ejzenberg (2000), Riggenbach (1989), and
Butler-Wall (1986) which were then modified for the purpose of the study.
For the transcription conventions, see page xvii.
Just like Storch (2001) who expressed, “transcription is not an
objective science” (p. 105), it was difficult to make a perfect transcript even
after listening to the sound and watching the DVD over and over again.
Another researcher helped check the transcript but the transcript still
contains deficits especially when it comes to participants with poor
articulation skill.
The DVDs burned for ratings were utilized for the analysis. The sound
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and movie files were separated using DVD Decrypter Ver. 3.5.4.0 (free
software); subsequently, wav. Files were created by means of DVD2V Ver.
1.86 (free software). All conversation saved as wav. files was transcribed
with the aid of Transcriber Ver. 1.5.1. Along with transcribing, the DVDs
compensated for the deficiency of the information. For the purpose of
measuring pause, Audacity Ver. 1.2.6 was utilised (free software).
3. 5 Rating Procedure
This study utilized the rating criteria in the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR) published by Council of Europe (2001). The
framework of the CEFR has a global scale of six levels, namely, A1, A2 for
Basic Users, B1, B2 for Independent Users, and C1, C2 for Proficient Users.
Detailed explanation about the CEFR rating criteria is described in section
4.2.
The eleven raters who participated for the study were all Japanese
teachers of English who held a minimum of a master’s degree in the field of
English education or applied linguistics, and had been teaching English at
either high schools or universities. While there have been many reports of
native speakers of English assessing Japanese learners of English, in this
study, Japanese teachers rated the Japanese students since this is what
most commonly occurs in reality. In other words, this test format presumes
a low-stakes test such as a placement test or assessment test at
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junior/senior high schools and universities in Japan, where Japanese
teachers are experienced in their work. In addition, in both studies of Kim
(2009) and Kondo (2010), the raters of their mother tongues, Korean and
Japanese, demonstrated self-consistency; so did the raters of native
speakers of English. Chalhoub-Deville and Wigglesworth (2005) also found
out that raters from inner-circle communities (speakers are native speakers
of English) and from outer- (speakers use English as a second language) and
expanding-circle (speakers use English as a foreign language) communities
graded students remarkably similarly. For these reasons, the author
thought that the ratings could be carried out by Japanese raters.
One rater, out of the eleven, showed a significant rater bias and did not
fit the Rasch model; hence, the rater was removed from the analysis, and
this will be explained in detail in section 4.8.2. As a result, the number of
raters was brought down to be 10.
The training for the raters was carried out as follows: seven raters out
of the eleven had received a training one year earlier; this involved three
days watching CEFR training videos (North & Hughes, 2003) and
participating in discussions. The remaining four raters were self-trained,
through watching the training DVD and reading the explanation booklet.
Afterward, all 11 members were given additional training in which they
first watched the CEFR training video of paired/small group oral
interactions and rated and discussed them. Subsequently, the raters
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watched another video of the participants having oral interactions in groups
of three. The raters rated the participants to practice rating and also
discussed the interactions.
Subsequently, the raters assessed all the participants’ group oral by
watching the DVD on individual PCs. The raters assessed the participants
without time restriction. Initially, the raters rated the interaction using the
10 levels of the CEFR—Below A1, A1, A2, A2+, B1, B1+, B2, B2+, C1,
C2—on both the Global oral assessment scale and Oral assessment criteria
grid, on all the five subcategories (see section 4.2 for the details on the
CEFR rating criteria). However, the preliminary analysis indicated a low
consistency among the raters; hence, A2+, B1+, and B2+ were merged into
the basic levels of A2, B1, and B2 respectively. Therefore, they rated the
interaction using the seven levels of the CEFR— Below A1, A1, A2, B1, B2,
C1, C2—on both the Global oral assessment scale and oral assessment
criteria grid, in all the five subcategories.
3. 6 Analysis Procedure
When the spoken data were equipped with video recordings, ratings,
transcription, and the subsequent analysis were carried out as shown in
Figure 3.1. In the preliminary analysis, the raters’ raw scores were looked
into following the descriptive analysis. Multi-faceted Rasch measurement
analysis eliminated various kinds of bias from the raw scores as much as
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possible and calibrated the CEFR measures which were used to find
relationships between discrete items in the five subcategories. The main
analysis was based on the five subcategories of the CEFR. In order to avoid
causing under-representation of the construct, various items that may
represent the subcategory were chosen and analyzed for the subsequent
analysis of correlation coefficients. The posteriori analysis, neural network
analysis, was conducted because most of the obtained data were not normal
and no linear relationship was predicted.
Figure 3.1. Procedures of analysis
3. 7 Summary
Chapter 3 explained how the speech samples were collected including
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the participants’ background. Next, the transcription procedure was
introduced. Lastly, the background of the raters and the rating procedure
were described. Starting next chapter, from chapters 4 to 10, data analysis
is carried out as shown in section 3.6. Each chapter introduces empirical
studies and then explains each methodology in detail.
i (Personal communication with a teacher at the private high school)
According to an English teacher at the private high school, most of the
classes employ the grammar-translation method. For example, in the
second grade classes in which the participants took part in the group oral
interaction of this study, they took two reading classes; a grammar/syntax
class, and an oral communication class (focusing on not only speaking but
also four skills) per week respectively. The participants, who were in the
first grade in the previous year, took an additional grammar/syntax class
per week. The English teacher doubts that the oral communication class has
been conducted successfully in terms of developing the students’ speaking
abilities because each class size is very large, consisting of over fifty
students.
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Chapter 4
RATINGS
4. 1 Introduction
This chapter first describes fundamental information about the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR), which was used as the
rating criteria in this study. Next, the rationale of employing multi-faceted
Rasch measurement and its theoretical background are explained.
The raw scores given by Japanese raters utilizing the CEFR criteria
are presented, and the data are analyzed by means of the multi-faceted
Rasch measurement.
4. 2 Common European Framework of Reference: CEFR
This section gives a brief introduction of the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages: learning, teaching, assessment
(CEFR: Council of Europe, 2001) which was utilized as the rating criteria in
this study. The Council of Europe was established as an intergovernmental
organization to promote transparency and coherence in language education
throughout CEFR and the English Language Portfolio (ELP). It has worked
on researching languages in diverse projects for more than 40 years aiming
at a “communicative, action-based, learner-centered view of language
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learning” (Heyworth, 2006, p. 181). The CEFR has been actively used within
the multi-linguistic and multi-cultural sphere of the European Union (EU).
The CEFR is said to be the most influential publication in the field of
language acquisition and language testing in Europe (Figueras, North,
Takala, Verhelst, and van Avermaet, 2005). The first page of the book
explains what the CEFR is: “It describes in a comprehensive way what
language learners have to learn to do so as to use a language for
communication and what knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to
be able to act effectively” (p. 1). As this sentence indicates, the CEFR is
designed not only for assessment but also for providing a learning goal for
language learners. In addition, it intends for all the purpose involved in
modern language, such as teaching, syllabuses, curriculum guidelines,
examinations, and textbooks. In order to develop CEFR descriptors, the
Council of Europe followed a set of guidelines: positiveness, definiteness,
clarity, brevity, and independence. On that account, the CEFR descriptors
are written in the form of “Can Do” list. Another reason for the use of “Can
Do” list is that the Council of Europe intended to describe language learners’
abilities positively, because it regards levels of proficiency are “to serve as
objectives rather than just as an instrument for screening candidates” (p.
205).
The CEFR includes two main aspects: the Common Reference Levels
and a description of language learning and teaching. The Common
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Reference Levels has become popular among various bodies involved with
language teaching and assessment, and it has extended beyond the
boundaries of EU countries, spreading to some Asian countries such as
China and Taiwan. The Common Reference Levels provides its basic
framework as shown in Figure 4.1.
A
Basic User
A1 A2
(Breakthrough) (Waystage)
B
Independent User
B1 B2
(Threshold) (Vantage)
C
Proficient User
C1 C2
(Effective (Mastery)
Operational
Proficiency)
Figure 4.1. Presentation of Common Reference Levels (Council of Europe,
2001, p. 23)
The framework has a global scale of six levels, namely, A1, A2 for Basic
Users, B1, B2 for Independent Users, and C1, C2 for Proficient Users.
Descriptors for each level of language competence follow the four kinds of
language use: reception, production, interaction, and mediation. The third
form of communication, interaction, involves spoken (and written)
interaction and is normally face to face with one person or more, where
speakers produce and receive language in turn. The descriptors for
interaction were utilized in this study. There are two types of descriptors: a
self-assessment grid on one hand, and a rating scale, on the other. The
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rating scale provides assessment criteria for five subcategories, that is,
range, accuracy, fluency, interaction, and coherence.
The CEFR criteria for the paired or group oral are based on two types
of rating scale: the CEFR global oral assessment scale and the CEFR oral
assessment criteria grid, both of which were employed in this study along
with the training DVDi (North & Hughes, 2003). The former is considered
to be a holistic rating scale and the latter is an analytical scale consisting of
five subcategories described above. In this study, these subcategories, Range,
Accuracy, Fluency, Interaction, and Coherence will be capitalized to
differentiate them from general terms. The criteria include the descriptors
consisting of six fundamental A1 to C2 levels, as well as the Common
Reference Levels. Table 4.1 is the CEFR global oral assessment scale. For
the analytic rating criteria called CEFR oral assessment criteria grid, see
Appendix A.
These rating scales/criteria do not contain pronunciation descriptors.
The training manual (North & Hughes, 2003) describes the reason as
follows:
It is very difficult to distinguish in words between levels of
pronunciation ability in the same way that one can do this with fluency,
for example. Pronunciation tends to be perceived as a negative
phenomenon, interference from mother tongue, rather than as a
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positive competence. This makes it difficult to scale mathematically
with positive concepts… (p. 2).
For the reason that the ratings and analyses were carried out based on
the CEFR oral assessment criteria grid, pronunciation was excluded from
this study.
In order to develop the descriptors, the Council of Europe employed
various methodologies. After conducting intuitive methods, it incorporated
qualitative methods as well as quantitative methods which include
discriminant analysis, multidimensional scaling, and item response theory
(IRT) or “latent trait” analysis. One of the most robust scaling models IRT
offers is the Rasch model, which enables researchers to calibrate items to
the same scale. The advantage of Rasch analysis is that it is sample-free
and scale-free, so the established scales are independent of the
samples/tests/questionnaires used for the analysis. According to the Council
of Europe (2001), the scale descriptors were developed in the following way
by means of the Rasch measurement analysis:
a) Data from the qualitative techniques can be put onto an arithmetic
scale,
b) Test items can be scaled and their scale values can be taken to
indicate the relative difficulty of the descriptors,
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c) Descriptors can be used as questionnaire items for teacher
assessment of their learners.
(partly quoted from p. 211)
In this way, the descriptors can be calibrated directly onto an arithmetic
scale, in the same way that test items are scaled in item banks.
Table 4.1．
CEF Global Oral Assessment Scale
- Use this scale in the first 2-3 minutes of a speaking sample to decide
approximately what level you think the speaker is.
- Then change to Oral Assessment Criteria Grid (see Appendix A) and assess
the performance in more detail in relation to the descriptors for that level.
C2 Conveys finer shades of meaning precisely and naturally.
Can express him/herself spontaneously and very fluently, interacting
with ease and skill, and differentiating finer shades of meaning precisely.
Can produce clear, smoothly-flowing, well-structured descriptions.
C1 Shows fluent, spontaneous expression in clear, well-structured speech.
Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously, almost effortlessly,
with a smooth flow of language. Can give clear, detailed descriptions of
complex subjects. High degree of accuracy; errors are rare.
B2+
B2 Expresses points of view without noticeable strain.
Can interact on a wide range of topics and produce stretches of language
with a fairly even tempo. Can give clear, detailed descriptions on a wide
range of subjects related to his/her field of interest. Does not make errors
which cause misunderstanding.
B1+
B1 Relates comprehensibly the main points he/she wants to make.
Can keep going comprehensibly, even though pausing for grammatical
and lexical planning and repair may be very evident. Can link discrete,
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simple elements into a connected, sequence to give straightforward
descriptions on a variety of familiar subjects within his/her field of
interest? Reasonably accurate use of main repertoire associated with
more predictable situations.
A2+
A2 Relates basic information on, e.g., work, family, free time, etc.
Can communicate in a simple and direct exchange of information on
familiar matters. Can make him/her understood in very short utterances,
even though pauses, false starts and reformulation are very evident. Can
describe in simple terms family, living conditions, and educational
background, present or most recent job. Uses some simple structures
correctly, but may systematically make basic mistakes.
A1 Makes simple statements on personal details and very familiar topics.
Can make him/herself understood in a simple way, asking and answering
questions about personal details, provided the other person talks slowly
and clearly and is prepared to help. Can manage very short, isolated,
mainly pre-packaged utterances. Much pausing to search for
expressions, to articulate less familiar words.
Below A1 Does not reach the standard for A1.
There are pros and cons to the CEFR. Some researchers acknowledge
advantages of precise description by the Common Reference Levels. Weir
(2005), for example, states that a major strength of the CEFR is that
functional competence is calibrated elaboratively. Alderson, Figueras,
Kuijper, Nold, Takala, and Tardieu (2006) recognize that the explanatory
CEFR scales for productive skills are satisfactory to evaluate both spoken
and written performances. Little (2005) approves pedagogical functions of
the English Language Portfolio as they help learners learn language more
transparently and promotes development of their autonomy, which works
harmoniously with the learner-centered principles.
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Some others criticize the CEFR owing to the fact that the descriptors
are abstract, for it is originally constructed for multilingual purposes
(Figueras, North, Takala, Verhelst, & Van Avermaet, 2005; Huhta, Luoma,
Oscarson, Sajavaara, Takala, & Teasdale, 2002; Alderson, et al., 2006).
These abstract descriptions have often confused raters. The next type of
criticism concerning the descriptors is a wording problem, that is to say,
similar descriptions are found in different levels, or some conditions are in
some levels but not in others (Weir, 2005). Such inconsistencies in the
descriptors have also been reported in other researches (Little, 2005; Jones,
2002; Alderson, et al., 2006; Papageorgiou, 2010). For example, different
words are used as synonyms (Alderson, et al. 2006). Another reported defect
that may affect the participants of this study is that the CEFR scales are
not suitable for young learners since the scales were developed for adult
learners (Little, 2005; Alderson, et al. 2006; Hasselgreen, 2005).
Hasselgreen claims that there is a ceiling for young learners because the
descriptors are adult-oriented and require competence that young learners
do not possess.
Empirical study conducted by Nakano and Yoshida (2010) investigated
how English education experts distinguished different levels of “Can Do”
descriptors. They concluded, “…the ordinal judgments of ranking can-do
descriptors in describing experience yielded the lowest inter-rater
agreement, suggesting that the descriptors are difficult even for experts to
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discriminate them, according to the developmental CEFR stages of oral
production” (p. 335). This result may explain the low inter-rater agreement
of this study.
4. 3 Performance Assessment
Traditional fixed response assessment Performance-based assessment
INSTRUMENT SCORE
CANDIDATE
RATER
RATING (SCORE)
SCALE
PERFORMANCE
INSTRUMENT
SUBJECT
Figure 4.2. Characteristics of performance assessment (McNamara, 1996, p. 120)
McNamara (1996) makes reference to the traditional fixed response
assessment and a performance-based assessment, as is shown in Figure 4.2
(1996, p. 120). In the traditional fixed response assessment, the scores of a
candidate can be obtained directly from an instrument. For example, when
a candidate chooses an answer from among the multiple choices, an
obtained score cannot be ambiguous instead of having some restriction. The
interaction is seen only between the candidate and test instrument. While
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on the other hand, in the performance-based assessment, a subject gives a
performance by means of an instrument and a rater rates the subject
utilizing a rating scale. The extra interaction, in addition to the interaction
between a candidate and a test instrument, will be viewed between a rater
and a rating scale. For this reason, a more complex procedure is, in turn,
required to estimate the subject’s performance, underlying abilities, or skills.
An analysis utilizing a multi-faceted Rasch measurement is used to
estimate the subject’s performance under this condition.
As mentioned earlier, performance-based assessment can be subjective,
and the scores awarded to test-takers may differ because they are based on
human judgment. There are other changeable factors, such as relative
differences between candidates and task differences, which cause a variance
in the examinee’s scores. Since the actual assessment situation may produce
interactions between the raters and candidates, task and candidates, and
raters and task, there will be great disparities in the scores. Rater
difference is said to be the most variable because raters may be more severe
or lenient towards a particular candidate, and they may interpret the rating
scale differently or inconsistently. For these reasons, it is essential to
conduct rater training so as to eliminate any conceivable disparity.
Nonetheless, studies show that rater differences are still evident even after
comprehensive training is conducted (Engelhard, 1994; Lumley, 2002, 2005;
Lumley & McNamara, 1995; McNamara, 1996). Linacre (1989) points out
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another source of rater difference that is regarded as more problematic,
namely, error. Lumley and McNamara (1995) argue that rater difference
consists of severity and error, and rater training can reduce the latter and
make raters self-consistent. This idea, that rater training cannot completely
eliminate rater severity or leniency but can improve a rater’s
self-consistency, has been reported by numerous studies as well (cf.,
Shohamy, Gordon and Kraemer, 1992; Lumley and McNamara, 1995; Weigle,
1998).
With the differences in rater severity or leniency reaching as much as
40%, McNamara (1996) expresses his doubts, stating that “While rater
training is essential for creating the conditions for an orderly measurement
process based on ratings by making raters more self-consistent, there is a
limit to how far this process can be successful, or whether the elimination of
difference is indeed desirable” (p.127); he suggests that “a different
approach is… to accept variability in stable rater characteristics as a fact of
life, which must be compensated for in some way, either through multiple
marking and averaging of scores, or using the more sophisticated
techniques of multi-faceted analysis” (p. 469).
Lumley acknowledges significant differences between raters (2002),
and Kondo-Brown admits that raters are self-consistent but significantly
different in their severity (2002). Furthermore, Wigglesworth (1993, 1994)
observes that raters demonstrate a significant difference—some raters
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assessed a particular rating category severely/leniently, whereas some rated
candidates inconsistently in their overall ratings. This kind of research can
be conducted by using a multi-faceted Rasch analysis considering other
facets to be anchored at zero while floating the objective facet in order to
indicate their difference.
4. 4 Multi-Faceted Rasch Measurement
McNamara outlines the characteristic and history of the Rasch model,
as produced in Table 4.2 (1996).
Table 4.2．
Data Types, Response Formats/Scoring Procedures, and Appropriate Analyses
Data type
Response format/scoring
Procedure
Possible analysis
Simplest
available
program
Dichotomous Multiple choice question
True-false question
Short Answer Question
(SAQ) (no partial credit
scoring)
Basic Rasch model Quest
Polytomous
(without or
ignoring judge
mediation)
Short Answer Question
(SAQ) (with partial credit
scoring)
Rating scale
Likert scale
Semantic differential scale
Rating Scale model
(Andrich)
Partial Credit model
(Masters)
Quest
Polytomous
(taking judge
mediation into
account)
Rating scale
Likert scale
Semantic differential scale
Extended
(multi-faceted)
model (Linacre)
using either
FACETS
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Multi-faceted Rasch measurement is one of the models developed
within the framework of Item Response Theory (IRT). Table 4.2
demonstrates different types of Rasch analyses, and the type of data for
adapting each analysis. The first type of analysis is the Basic Rasch model
originally developed by Rasch (1960 [1980]), which handles data from
dichotomous items. The second model can analyze polytomous data,
including Likert and rating scales, with no judgement mediation. The
extended model of the Basic Rasch model—the Rating Scale model offered
by Andrich (Andrich, 1978a, 1978b)—can calibrate how raters interpret raw
scores on the rating scale. Another extended model—the Partial Credit
model accomplished by Masters and Wright (Wright and Masters,
1982)—allows us to analyze the scoring structure for each individual item
on the partial credit scoring and reveals to us how consistent this
interpretation is. In other words, this model enables us to estimate step
difficulties for each item or each aspect of a performance separately, without
averaging over items or generalizing over aspects. This characteristic of the
model enables us to calibrate different types of rating items such as the
overall assessment and each of the subcategories taken together (see
Rating Scale model
(Andrich) or
Partial Credit model
(Masters)
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McNamara, 1990). Through the use of this feature, this study conducted an
analysis setting for the raw scores of the ratings in terms of the analytical
oral criteria grid and holistic oral assessment scale. The final models,
multi-faceted models, can handle polytomous data containing the raters’
assessment so that they can investigate rater characteristics, test tasks,
and test conditions. In addition, to calibrate the candidate ability and item
difficulty—a task that the basic model is capable of—multi-faceted models
can include additional evaluation variables such as rater severity on the
same scale named “logit” for comparison. Logits are the values expressed by
units on the measurement scale called “log odds units.” The odds are
expressed as a logarithm (“log” for short) of the naturally occurring constant
e. The logit scale is an interval scale that “it can tell us not only that one
item is more difficult than another, but also how much more difficult it is”
(McNamara, 1996, p. 165). In other words, the distance between a certain
interval (e.g., between –2 and –3 and between 1 and 2) may not be the same
in raw scores but is the same when expressed in logits. In addition, the
relationship between different facets can be drawn in terms of probabilities.
The model is also capable of specifying particular interactions between
facets by means of a bias analysis. Since it enables us to analyze the origin
of score difference aside from candidate ability or item difficulty, it can be
used to validate a rating scale as well (Schaefer, 2008).
In general, the features of multi-faceted Rasch analysis are as follow
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(McNamara, 1996, p. 162):
(1) it estimates ability by considering data from an individual in the
context of data from the whole data matrix, that is, the responses of
all candidates to all items;
(2) it relates person ability and item difficulty by estimating the
likelihood of responses of particular persons to particular items;
(3) the difficulty of an item is expressed conventionally as the
probability that a person of given ability will have a 50 per cent
chance of getting the item right;
(4) similarly, a person’s ability is defined as the probability of that
person having a 50 per cent chance of getting an item of given
difficulty right.
4. 5 Unidimensionality of the Rasch Model
4. 5. 1 Objections to the Assumption of Unidimensionality
Rasch models are said to be unidimensional; a characteristic that has
led to much debate to date (Bonk and Ockey, 2003). Unidimensionality in
the Rasch measurement analysis indicates that the scores of different parts
of a test can be added or all items can be summed, or that all the test-takers
can be measured in the same terms. Researchers have doubted whether
Rasch models could reasonably reflect complex skills and abilities
underlying performance by the assumption of unidimensionality. For
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example, Skehan (1989, p. 216) claims that it is inappropriate for the
testing of English speaking ability, describing that “the problem is,
fundamentally, that any language performance that is worthy of interest
will be complex and multidimensional.”
4. 5. 2 Approval of the Assumption of Unidimensionality
Some scholars argue the necessity of carrying out a factor analysis
before executing the Rasch analysis irrespective of the dataset satisfying
the assumption of unidimensionality. However, Linacre (2008) asserts to
execute a Rasch analysis first in order to explore the multidimensionality in
datasets since the obtained scores are linear measures. The assumption of
unidimensionality can be proved to examine the fit values provided by the
Rasch analysis. This is because the Rasch measurement model hypothesizes
a single measurement dimension, for example, in terms of ability, difficulty,
and severity, and the given result is then shown as the fit statistic, thus
demonstrating the probability of a specific pattern of responses when the
hypothesis is true. The dimension that a Rasch analysis defines is a
dimension of measurement, which should be distinguished from the
dimension of underlying knowledge and abilities (McNamara, 1996).
McNamara also claims the importance of distinguishing “a measurement
model” and “a model of the various skills and abilities potentially
underlying test performance” (p.279). Some researchers provided empirical
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evidence for the assumption of unidimensionality using presumed
multi-dimensional construct data (Henning, 1992), combining two parts of a
test (Pollitt and Hutchinson, 1987) and estimating two parts of a test
separately (Wright and Masters, 1982). Fulcher’s (1996a) study compares a
group discussion test with two one-on-one tests (description of a picture
followed by a discussion, and another discussion of a reading text). His
generalizability study shows that the variance contributed by the type of
task is negligible, and since the fit statistics on a partial credit Rasch model
indicates that all three tasks are operating on a unidimensional scale,
presumably tapping the same language knowledge or skills.
As Henning, Hudson, and Turner (1985) assert, no test can be said to
measure only one ability or skill. Moreover, unidimensionality is not an
absolute concept but a relative one as Andrich argues: “… unidimensionality
is a relative matter—every human performance, action, or belief is complex
and involves a multitude of component abilities, interests, and so on.
Nevertheless, there are circumstances in which it is considered to be useful
to think of concepts in unidimensional terms…” (1988, pp. 9-10). The
current study supports the assumption of the unidimensionality of the
Rasch analysis, and accordingly, the rater facet, candidate facet, and rating
scale facets were explored by means of the multi-faceted Rasch
measurement.
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4. 6 FACETS
In the multi-faceted Rasch model, the step difficulty of ratings on the
CEFR Global oral assessment scale may be independent of the step
difficulty of ratings on the CEFR oral assessment criteria grid. The model
can investigate the scoring structure of discrete items on the CEFR
scales/criteria. The multi-faceted model presented by Linacre, is an
extension of Andrich’s Rating Scale model and Masters’ Partial Credit model
taking into account judge mediation. As the most general Rasch model, the
multi-faceted model was employed in this study.
In order to reduce the possible errors, a large data set is recommended,
that is, more than 100 candidates. In this study, the number of participants
was 145, which satisfied the requirements. For the analysis, this study
utilized FACETS Version 3.6.4.0, a computer program for multi-faceted
Rasch measurement (Linacre, 2008), which allowed us to transform raw
scores obtained from the raters’ ratings into interval scales named
“measures.” Other statistical analyses were carried out using SPSS 12.0.1J
(2003).
This study analyzed three facets—the severity of raters, the difficulty
of rating categories, and the participants’ speaking ability—by anchoring
the raters’ severity, the difficulty of rating categories at zero, and floating
the participants relative speaking abilities. The output of the FACETS
analysis presented the difficulty estimates and fit statistics for the rating
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categories, severity estimates and fit statistics for the raters, and ability
measures and fit statistics for the participants.
The analysis of the three facets was carried out on the basis of the
following equation (Linacre, 2008):
log
Pnij(k-1)
Pnijk
= Bn-Di-Cj-Fk
Pnijk is the probability that speaker n is awarded on item (category) i
by rater j with a rating of k
Pnij(k-1) is the probability that speaker n is awarded on item (category) i
by rater j with a rating of k-1
Bn is the ability of speaker n
Di is the difficulty of item (category) i
Cj is the severity of rater j
Fk is the calibration of k on the rating scale
This is the difficulty of observing category k relative to category k-1
Results
4. 7 Raw Scores
This section presents raw scores assigned by all of the 11 raters based
on the CEFR rating scales. Figure 4.3 displays a histogram of the 11 raters’
cumulative raw scores. As the figure shows, about 40% of the participants
were rated as A2 followed by A1 (about 30%), B1 (12%) and Below A1 (10%).
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There are only a few students assessed as C1 or C2 (0.3% and 0.1%
respectively). Considering that only 18% of the participants were rated over
B1, nearly half of the university students were graded as A2 (or A1)
meaning Basic users.
0
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Number of Ratings
Figure 4.3. Histogram of the total raw scores assigned by eleven raters
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Table 4. 3.
Raw Scores Assigned by Eleven Raters
Rater
ID
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence GLOBAL
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Rater A 1.49 0.80 1.49 0.80 1.49 0.80 1.49 0.80 1.49 0.80 1.50 0.80
Rater B 1.66 1.21 1.62 1.17 1.71 1.24 1.73 1.18 1.57 1.24 1.71 1.23
Rater C 2.04 1.28 2.14 1.28 2.17 1.33 2.07 1.35 1.76 1.55 2.21 1.42
Rater D 1.86 0.77 1.90 0.75 1.85 0.81 1.86 0.85 1.93 0.76 1.83 0.80
Rater E 1.60 0.93 1.61 0.91 1.56 0.97 1.54 0.94 1.32 1.01 1.59 0.93
Rater F 1.70 0.96 1.76 0.90 1.67 0.95 1.57 0.87 1.61 0.92 1.75 0.94
Rater G 1.23 0.86 1.16 0.84 1.21 0.86 1.21 0.86 1.17 0.83 1.23 0.86
Rater H 1.36 1.03 1.39 1.02 1.30 1.07 1.41 1.04 1.30 1.09 1.36 1.07
Rater I 1.81 0.98 1.67 0.97 1.67 1.06 1.78 0.99 1.75 1.06 1.85 0.97
Rater J 1.73 0.65 1.67 0.62 1.63 0.60 1.70 0.71 1.50 0.62 1.73 0.66
Rater K 2.20 1.06 2.14 0.95 2.09 0.97 2.05 0.88 2.30 1.03 2.17 0.84
Mean 1.70 0.96 1.69 0.93 1.67 0.97 1.67 0.95 1.61 0.99 1.72 0.96
Table 4.3 demonstrates the mean and standard deviations of raw
scores assigned by 11 raters. The original scores shown by the CEFR rating
scales from A1 to C2 are listed in Appendix C. The rating categories for
analysis were Range, Accuracy, Fluency, Interaction, and Coherence, and
the holistic rating category was GLOBAL. In the CEFR rating scale, Below
A1 was replaced by 0, and A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2 were arranged from 1
to 6 respectively, yielding seven levels in total. The right most column shows
means and standard deviations of GLOBAL scores. As the values indicate,
mean scores vary from rater to rater, ranging from 1.23 to 2.21. Comparing
the mean score of the five subcategories, 1.67 and that of GLOBAL, 1.72,
GLOBAL demonstrates a higher value. This indicates that the raters do not
assign participants the average scores of the five subcategories and are
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more lenient on scores. In terms of standard deviation, the mean value is
0.96 and ranges from 0.60 to 1.55, suggesting that the raters assigned close
ratings to the participants of students from junior high school to university.
Considering that the possible maximum score was 6.00, the score on the
whole was low. This may be because, firstly, many of the junior high
students received ratings Below A1 (= 0), and secondly, there were no
proficient users who would receive C1/C2, even from among the university
students. The participants in the study were not from low-level educational
institutions; hence, they did represent the average English speaking ability
among all Japanese students, excluding the English majoring students or
those returning from schools with English as the medium of instruction.
As mentioned in section 3.5, one rater, out of the eleven, demonstrated
a significant rater bias and did not fit the Rasch model; therefore, the rater
was removed from the analysis, and this will be explained in detail in
section 4.8.2. As a result, the number of raters was brought down to be 10.
4. 8 Data Analysis by Multi-Faceted Rasch Measurement
(FACETS)
A performance-based second language test is usually assessed by
raters utilizing rating scales. Irrespective of how rigorous the rating criteria,
the assessment could be subjective and/or inconsistent because the ratings
are produced by humans. It is not difficult to presume that diverse
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dimensions or multi-facets might have a considerable effect on the ratings,
as stated earlier. A multi-faceted Rasch measurement is the method used to
remove the effects wherever possible and estimates “measures” from the
raw scores given by the raters.
The data were defined as having three facets: the severity of raters, the
difficulty of rating categories, and the ability of candidates. A multi-faceted
Rasch analysis executed through the FACETs program produced each of the
individual facets in separate tables, as displayed below.
4. 8. 1 Rating Categories
Table 4.4.
Trait Measurement Report for Six Rating Categories
Raw Adjusted Difficulty Standard Infit mean Estimated
Scores scores (logits) error square discrimination
Coherence 1.6 1.63 0.15 0.5 1.12 0.89
Fluency 1.6 1.64 0.08 0.5 1.03 0.98
Interaction 1.6 1.66 0.02 0.5 1.16 0.84
Accuracy 1.6 1.67 –0.01 0.5 0.99 1.02
Range 1.7 1.69 –0.10 0.5 0.90 1.13
GLOBAL 1.7 1.70 –0.13 0.5 0.86 1.16
Mean 1.6 1.66 0.00 0.5 1.01
S.D. 0 0.02 0.10 0.0 0.11
Note. Reliability of separation index = 0.69; fixed (all same) chi-square: 19.5; df: 5;
significance p < .00; possible maximum score: 6
Table 4.4 is a trait measurement report produced by the FACETS
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analysis. The multi-faceted Rasch analysis allows us to calibrate different
categories all together because it can estimate the step difficulty for each
rating scale independently, without averaging over scales. By using this
feature, in this study, the CEFR global oral assessment scale and CEFR oral
assessment criteria grid were calibrated together. The raw scores shown in
the table are the participants’ scores given by the ten raters, and the
adjusted scores indicate the measures calibrated with the aid of FACETS.
As explained earlier, the average value of raw scores was 1.6, and the
average value of adjusted scores or measures was 1.66. The fourth column
demonstrates the difficulty of the rating categories using degrees of
difficulty or logits. These indicate high degrees of difficulty with positive
values and low degrees with negative values on the same interval scale. In
this analysis, the difficulty of the rating categories and the severity of the
raters were set at zero in order to obtain the participants’ relative speaking
ability. This means that “a person at an equivalent level of difficulty will
find that such an item presents a degree of challenge such that they have a
50 per cent chance of getting a given score on the category” (McNamara,
1996, p. 139). Rating categories with positive values indicate that they are
more difficult, while those with negative values are easier. The difficulty
measurement report indicates that the most harshly scored category was
Coherence (0.15 logits) and the most leniently scored category was GLOBAL
(–0.13 logits). Lumley and McNamara’s study (1995) showed that grammar
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was the most severely rated; however, accuracy and range, which may
represent grammar in the CEFR, were leniently scored as the second and
third in the study. The difficulty span between the most leniently and most
harshly rated categories was not great (0.28 logits). As the standard
deviation was also very small (0.10), these rating categories seemed to have
very little difference. Nonetheless, the reliability of a separation index was
by no means high (0.69), and the chi-square of 19.5 with 5 df was significant
at p < .00 and, hence, the null hypothesis that all categories were equally
difficult was rejected; that is, the calibration indicated that a significant
disparity in difficulty was found among the six rating categories. The fifth
column demonstrates that the level of error was small and equal among the
categories (0.5), showing evidence of measurement accuracy for this rating
scale/grid.
The sixth column demonstrates the degree of match, or fit, between the
expected model and the observed data. Rating category fit statistics outline
the size and direction of the difference between expected and observed data
for each category. The infit mean square—usually considered the most
informative value—for all of the six categories was close to the expected
value of 1. Throughout this study, infit mean square values given in the
FACETS output within the range of two standard deviations around the
mean are regarded as acceptable, based on McNamara (1996) and
O’Loughlin (2001). Estimated discrimination on the far right column
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equally indicates that the categories fit the Rasch model, as the values are
within 0.5 to 1.5 (Linacre, 2000). Generally, the report supported the
presumption of unidimensionality within the set of the rating category (see
Eckes, 2008).
Table 4.5.
Category Statistics for Advance of Step Difficulties
Data Fit Step
Category
Score
Counts
Used
% Cum. %
Average
measures
Outfit
MnSq
Measure
Standard
error
0(BelowA1) 914 11% 11% –7.53 1.0
1 (A1) 2653 33% 44% –4.95 1.0 –7.41 0.05
2 (A2) 3298 41% 85% –1.59 1.0 –3.51 0.04
3 (B1) 907 11% 96% 1.23 1.0 1.18 0.05
4 (B2) 301 4% 100% 2.66 1.2 3.21 0.07
5 (C1) 15 0% 100% 4.67 0.8 6.53 0.27
5 (C2) 0 0% 100% – – – –
Note. Cum. % = cumulative percentage; Outfit MnSq = Outfit mean square
Table 4.5 shows the range of step difficulties, indicating whether the
rating scales functioned reliably. The first column indicates the rating
scales in which Below A1 was replaced with 0, and A1 to C2 with 1 to 6,
respectively. The second to fourth columns show the total number and
percentage of ratings given by the ten raters to the participants in each step.
The A2 rating, intended for Basic Users, was the most common rating given
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to the students at 3,298 counts, accounting for 41% of all the ratings,
followed by the lower Basic User rating of A1 with 2,653 counts, accounting
for 33%. These two ratings made up nearly three-quarters of the total.
One-tenth of the students were rated as Below A1. Only 15% of the
participants were considered as Independent Users (B1/B2). C1, intended
for Proficient Users, was given to only 15, accounting for 0.02%, and no
students were rated as C2 by the 10 raters.
The fifth and sixth columns demonstrate fit statistics, in terms of the
validity of rating scales. According to the rating scale guidelines (Linacre,
1997; Smith, Wakely, de Kruif and Swartz, 2003), average measures should
advance monotonically in order to be good rating scales. The report satisfied
this indispensable condition. Furthermore, the outfit mean square values
were around 1, which met the condition to fit the model, namely that the
expected outfit mean square is 1 and should not exceed 2. The two columns
on the right point to step difficulty calibrations, which need to advance by at
least 1.4 but by less than 5.0 logits according to the same guidelines. An
examination of the step calibration measures in Table 4.5 indicates that the
step difficulties in this data fell within the acceptable range.
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Figure 4.4. Probability curve
Probability distribution curves illustrated by the step difficulty
calibration are shown in Figure 4.4. From the left most curve, they are
Below A1, A1, A2 in the middle, B1, B2, and C1 at the right most. The
probability curves demonstrate the threshold where the participants are
likely to be rated at the next level, that is, as the level of speaking ability
improves on the scale, the probability of obtaining the next level rating
increases (Linacre, 1997). Since there were no participants who acquired C2,
only six curves can be seen.
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4. 8. 2 Rater Measurement Report
Table 4.6.
Preliminary Rater Measurement Report for Eleven Raters
Raw Adjusted Severity Standard Infit mean Estimated
scores scores (logits) error square discrimination
Rater A 1.5 1.48 0.61 0.07 0.63 1.35
Rater B 1.7 1.65 0.00 0.06 1.34 0.63
Rater C 2.2 2.02 –1.55 0.06 1.20 0.84
Rater D 1.9 1.83 –0.70 0.06 0.55 1.44
Rater E 1.5 1.53 0.44 0.07 0.87 1.07
Rater F 1.7 1.66 –0.03 0.06 0.81 1.19
Rater G 1.2 1.17 1.70 0.07 0.70 1.31
Rater H 1.4 1.35 1.06 0.07 0.88 1.22
Rater I 1.8 1.73 –0.29 0.06 1.30 0.67
Rater J 1.7 1.64 0.03 0.06 0.67 1.36
Rater K 2.1 1.96 –1.26 0.06 1.94 0.08
Mean 1.7 1.64 0.00 0.06 0.99
S.D. 0.30 0.24 0.91 0.00 0.40
Note. Reliability of separation index = 0.99; fixed (all same) chi-square: 2184.4, df: 10; significance:
p < .00
Table 4.6 is a rater measurement report for eleven raters produced by
FACETS. As mentioned earlier, the number of raters was originally eleven
and they are indicated numerically on the table from Rater A to Rater K.
The preliminary analysis indicated that Rater K did not fit the model: first,
Rater K was outside the range of two standard deviations around the mean
(0.99 ± (0.40×2)) reaching 1.94, and second, Rater K showed a very small
estimated discrimination value as 0.08 in the right-most column should be
between 0.5 and 1.5 to fit the Rasch model. Furthermore, the number of
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unexpected responses was found to be large—45 responses out of 135
ratings—in contrast with the other raters whose average unexpected
responses were 9.09 (S. D.: 13.26). In consequence, Rater K was removed
from the main analysis in accordance with McNamara (1996, p. 139): “… the
fit statistics indicate the relative consistency in the judge’s ratings. Lack of
consistency (indicated by high fit values) is obviously a problem, and such
raters would need to be possibly excluded from the rating process.”
Ultimately, the rating data of the ten raters, from Rater A to Rater J, were
used for the main analysis.
Table 4.7.
Rater Measurement Report for Ten Raters (excluding Rater K)
Raw Adjusted Severity Standard Infit mean Estimated
scores scores (logits) error square discrimination
Rater A 1.5 1.51 0.57 0.07 0.62 1.36
Rater B 1.7 1.69 –0.13 0.07 1.55 0.44
Rater C 2.2 2.05 –1.97 0.07 1.39 0.77
Rater D 1.9 1.87 –0.94 0.07 0.59 1.40
Rater E 1.5 1.56 0.37 0.07 1.03 0.93
Rater F 1.7 1.70 –0.17 0.07 0.91 1.10
Rater G 1.2 1.19 1.77 0.07 0.76 1.25
Rater H 1.4 1.37 1.06 0.07 0.93 1.16
Rater I 1.8 1.77 –0.47 0.07 1.51 0.77
Rater J 1.7 1.69 –0.99 0.07 0.71 1.31
Mean 1.66 1.64 0.00 0.07 0.99
S.D. 0.30 0.24 0.91 0.00 0.40
Note. Reliability of separation index = 1.00; fixed (all same) chi-square: 2002.0, df: 9;
significance: p < .00
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Table 4.7 is a ten-rater measurement report executed by FACETS. The
average of raw scores was 1.66, and the average of the adjusted scores was
1.64, with a standard deviation of 0.3 and 0.24 respectively. The fourth
column shows the severity of the raters expressed in logits, indicating
severe ratings with positive values and lenient ones with negative values.
In this analysis, the severity of the raters and difficulty of the rating
categories were set at zero in order to obtain the participants’ relative
speaking ability as stated above. The most severe rater was Rater G, with
1.77 logits, and the most lenient rater was Rater C, with –1.97 logits. The
discrepancy between the most severe and the most lenient raters was 3.74
logits, which was a considerable degree of difference. The value of standard
deviation, 0.91, is also evidence of great variability among the raters. Error
was 0.07, which was small. Reliability of the separation index demonstrated
1.00, which was very high, and a chi-square of 2002.0 with 9 df was
significant at p < .00. The null hypothesis that all raters were equally severe
must be rejected. The high reliability index indicated that there were
substantial degrees of difference among the raters. Fleiss’ kappa, which is
used for simultaneously assessing the inter-rater reliability of more than
two raters, also evidenced a low correlation coefficient, .309, between the 10
raters.
The fact did not suggest that the training session worked well. Lumley
and McNamara (1995) reported in their study that the span between the
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most severe rater and the most lenient rater was 2.43 logits with relatively
low error (approximately 0.20 logits), and they concluded that the observed
rater differences could not be accounted for by error. Wigglesworth’s (1993)
study also revealed that the range of severity of the raters was 2.32 logits.
Tyndall and Kenyon (1995) found a span of around 5.0 logits in the raters’
severity in the writing test. This study showed a significant variance as 3.74
logits, suggesting the difficulty of ratings in this test format. As the error
was as small as 0.07, the rater difference did not seem to depend on error.
Fit values, which denote whether or not the data meets the Rasch
model, are within the range of the two standard deviations around the mean
(0.99 ± (0.40×2)) and the ten raters can be considered as self-consistent.
The studies mentioned above demonstrate that training cannot
eliminate rater difference but can increase internal consistency, and so does
this result. This suggests that utilizing raw scores may be dangerous. Lunz,
Wright, and Linacre (1990) assert the necessity of statistical adjustments
for rater characteristics to ensure the dependability of scores.
4. 8. 3 All FACETS Summary
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Figure 4.5. All Facets summary
Figure 4.5 depicts the relative ability of the participants, the relative
difficulty of the rating categories, and the relative severity of the raters in
terms of the scale of probability. The first column shows the speaking ability
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of the candidate expressed in logits, which is an interval scale. The higher
rating is considered to mean better ability and the lower rating as lower
ability. The right-most column shows the adjusted scores calibrated by the
FACETS. The second column from the left indicates the expected positions
of the students featured on their IDs; that is, junior high students are
placed from 1 to 45, senior high students from 46 to 90, and university
students from 91 to 135. The third column shows the number of participants.
The rating categories in the fourth column are set at zero such that
advancing upward above the zero logits indicates the higher the difficulties,
whereas moving downward indicates lower the difficulties (The signs of “+”
or “–“ before the facet name such as “+Speakers” shows whether the
measures in the facet are positively or negatively oriented). The difficulties
of the rating categories are located in a narrow range. The raters in the fifth
column are also set at zero; as a result, the raters located in the upper
region are more severe and those located in the lower region are the more
lenient. In this study, the most severe rater is Rater G and the most lenient
is Rater C, as shown in Table 4.7. Figure 4.5 depicts the large discrepancy
between the most severe and most lenient raters. Figure 4.5 particularly
explains that, for example, the participant of ID 70 with an ability of +1.00
logits would have a 50% chance of achieving 3 or B1 when rated by standard
raters as B, F, and J.
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4. 8. 4 Person Fit
Table 4.8.
Report on Measures of Participants’ Speaking Abilities (part: n = 7 out of
135)
ID (Speakers) Raw Adjusted Ability Standard Infit mean
scores scores measures error square
93 U31R 2.4 2.30 0.30 0.24 1.88 *
94 U32L 2.4 2.38 0.59 0.23 1.95 *
99 U33R 1.7 1.67 –2.83 0.27 1.95 *
92 U31M 1.6 1.62 –3.04 0.27 2.20 *
96 U32R 2.3 2.21 –0.08 0.26 2.25 *
108 U36R 1.6 1.64 –2.97 0.26 2.32 *
97 U33L 2.3 2.22 –0.01 0.26 2.79 *
Mean 1.6 1.63 –2.87 0.26 0.99
S.D. 0.8 0.77 3.09 0.02 0.40
Note. Reliability of separation index = .99; fixed (all same) chi-square: 21906.4; df: 134;
significance: p < .00; U31R stands for University group 31 seated on the right.
Table 4.8 displays the speaking ability of some of the participants (see
Appendix E for the output data for all of the participants). The FACETS
analysis indicated that the five students were overfit, demonstrating
smaller infit mean square values outside the range of two standard
deviations around the mean (0.99 ± (0.40×2)), which was not regarded as a
major issue. On the other hand, the seven participants shown in Table 4.8
demonstrate larger fit statistics, which is considered to be more problematic,
representing 5.18% of the test-takers. The number of misfitting candidates
is nearly the same as in the result of Lynch and McNamara (1998),
indicating a large proportion. The underfit participants were nearly all from
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one public university with the exception of one from a private university.
Looking carefully into the interactions of the participants, the seven
underfit students exhibited mixed characteristics; most were either
talkative but made many mistakes, or quiet but with potential speaking
ability. The raters were likely to make evaluations on two extremes, that is,
either on the participant’s fluency/grammatical mistakes for the talkative
students, or on the speaker’s potential speaking ability/small amount of talk
for the less talkative speakers. Therefore, the speakers’ talkativeness, which
resulted in dominance during the interaction, seems to have become
problematic in gaining accurate ratings. It may be crucial for the raters to
share their views and opinions about the problem with other raters on the
training session.
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Figure 4.6. Number of students with different speaking ability
Figure 4.6 displays the number of students by different educational
institution (junior/senior high school and university) per logit. Its original
data is in Appendix E. The left side of the figure indicates larger negative
values, meaning lower speaking ability, and the right side shows positive
values, meaning higher ability. The average speaking ability of the junior
high school students is –6.27 logits (the adjusted score is 0.80, which is
equivalent to A1 in the CEFR rating), that of the senior high students is
–2.40 logits (1.74 and A2 respectively), and that of the university students is
0.06 logits (2.36 and B1 respectively) indicating clear development
phenomena by different educational institutions. Examining this in detail,
the junior high students remain on the left and do not overlap greatly with
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the senior high or university students; by contrast, the senior high and
university students do overlap to a considerable degree. Yet, there are no
senior high school students who obtain ratings of 3 logits or above.
Furthermore, the peaks of the number of students between the senior high
and university students indicate approximately 2 logits. In addition, these
students show a larger variance as compared to the junior high students.
4. 8. 5 Bias Analysis
As described earlier, there were substantial rater differences, some of
which might be rooted in rater bias, that is to say, one rater might exhibit
certain subpatterns of severity or leniency towards certain participants or
certain categories. Bias analysis was conducted to explore whether or not
there were any systematic patterns between the raters and categories, and
the raters and participants. Bias analysis, according to Wigglesworth (1993),
is carried out to find systematic subpatterns of “behaviour caused by an
interaction of each particular rater with specific rating criteria or
participants” (p. 309). Schaefer (2008) asserts that “Bias analysis can
identify patterns in ratings unique to individual raters or across raters, and
whether these patterns, or combinations of facet interactions, affect the
estimation of performance” (p. 470). Bias analysis will give us various
suggestions and information concerning rating issues on performance
assessment.
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FACETS was utilized for the bias analysis as well as for other
statistical analysis. It first analyzes whether residuals, which are
differences between raw scores (observed values or scores assigned by
raters) and adjusted scores (expected values), are within a normal range. If
not, it next analyzes to find interaction effects between each facet. Previous
studies have reported that the interaction effects are substantial; for
example, Lynch and McNamara (1998) asserted that raters showed bias,
either positive or negative, towards particular participants. Wigglesworth
(1993) found that a rater was biased towards certain rating criteria.
Rater-category and rater-speaker biases are reported in this study.
Table 4.9.
Bias Calibration Report: Rater-Category Interactions
Rater Category
Obsvd
Score
Exp.
Score
Obs-Exp
Average
Bias
Size
Error Z-score
Infit
MnSq
E Coherence 313 337.7 –0.18 –0.75 0.18 –4.24 1.5
J Coherence 337 353.8 –0.12 –0.49 1.17 –2.85 0.8
F Interaction 347 360.7 –0.10 –0.39 0.17 –2.31 1.3
C Interaction 412 425.6 –0.10 –0.37 0.17 –2.22 2.0
D Coherence 390 377.1 0.10 0.37 0.17 2.19 0.8
C Coherence 445 420.9 0.18 0.64 0.16 3.96 1.0
Mean 355.6 355.7 0.00 0.00 0.17 –0.01 1.0
S.D. 34.6 33.7 0.06 0.22 0.00 1.30 0.4
Note. Obsvd = observed; Exp. = expected; Obs-Exp = observed score – expected score
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Table 4.9 demonstrates the rater-category interactions or bias. The
left-most column shows the raters’ IDs. Observed scores are the scores that
the ten raters assigned to the participants. The expected scores in the fourth
column are the scores calibrated by FACETS using all the information
gained regarding the severity of the raters, the ability of the speakers, and
the difficulty of the categories. The fifth column means the average value of
the difference between the observed scores and the expected scores divided
by the number of participants, 135. The next two columns indicate bias size
in logits along with its standard error. The column the second from the right
is the most important value for bias analysis, and is named z-score which
means the degree of departure from what might have been expected. To
obtain the z-score, a bias logit is divided by a standard error. If the z-score
falls within –2.0 logits to +2.0 logits, raters are considered to have rated
participants without showing significant bias. The right-most column shows
infit mean square that tells us “how much misfit there is in the data after
the bias is removed” (Linacre, 2008). Values more than 1.0 mean some of the
overall misfit.
Five raters out of ten show significant bias to two categories out of six,
Coherence and Interaction. Raters E and C show the largest differences
between the observed and expected scores, namely –0.18 and +0.18 on
average respectively, meaning Rater E severely rated the participants’
Coherence and Rater C judged leniently on the same category. Rater E
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indicates the greatest departure in severity from what might have been
expected as the z-score is –4.24. Rater C also seems to have shown a
significantly lenient bias on Coherence showing 3.96 logits. No significant
bias is seen in the other categories, Range, Accuracy, and Fluency. Only
Coherence and Interaction demonstrates significant biases. Raters F, E, C
show over 1.0 on infit mean-square values, suggesting their misfit.
Interaction might have triggered a systematically more severe
behaviour but Coherence could be both, severe and lenient.
Table 4.10.
Bias Calibration Report: Rater-Speaker Interactions with Negative Z-score
Values
Rater
N
Obsvd
Score
Exp.
Score
Obs-
Exp.
Avrg
Bias
Size
Error z-score Infit
MnSq
Msr.
A Mean 6.71 10.58 –0.64 –2.62 0.94 –2.80 0.01 –1.80
N=17 S.D. 2.91 2.88 0.20 0.94 0.21 0.92 0.02 2.01
B Mean 4.71 8.39 –0.62 –2.56 0.96 –2.68 0.51 –3.99
N=24 S.D. 3.06 2.78 0.16 0.72 0.24 0.59 0.44 1.89
C Mean 12.35 16.35 –0.67 –2.38 0.79 –2.98 1.03 –0.96
N=20 S.D. 5.00 5.71 0.33 0.88 0.12 0.86 0.63 3.04
D Mean 11.82 16.05 –0.70 –2.54 0.96 –2.65 0.05 0.27
N=11 S.D. 2.27 2.93 0.27 0.71 0.11 0.66 0.18 1.62
E Mean 6.20 9.83 –0.61 –2.72 1.00 –2.72 0.93 –2.32
N=10 S.D. 4.87 4.00 0.30 1.17 0.26 1.00 0.71 2.91
F Mean 7.88 11.61 –0.62 –2.60 0.90 –2.91 0.52 –1.73
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N=16 S.D. 3.76 3.75 0.18 0.75 0.09 0.89 0.39 2.64
G Mean 6.43 10.04 –0.60 –2.52 0.99 –2.53 0.11 –0.92
N=14 S.D. 3.59 3.13 0.21 1.02 0.28 0.60 0.23 2.21
H Mean 5.44 9.44 –0.67 –2.69 1.05 –2.62 0.42 –2.14
N=9 S.D. 4.88 5.19 0.13 0.72 0.37 0.55 0.46 3.45
I Mean 6.35 11.23 –0.81 –3.44 0.94 –3.70 0.45 –2.33
N=26 S.D. 3.19 2.96 0.31 1.36 0.30 1.14 0.37 2.02
J Mean 12.60 16.78 –0.70 –2.36 0.85 –2.82 0.55 1.48
N=10 S.D. 2.50 3.03 0.29 1.03 0.13 1.22 0.41 1.42
Table 4.11.
Bias Calibration Report: Rater-Speaker Interactions with Positive Z-score
Values
Rater
N
Obsvd
Score
Exp.
Score
Obs-
Exp.
Avrg
Bias
Size
Error z-score Infit
MnSq
Msr.
A Mean 10.33 6.71 0.61 2.40 0.87 2.76 0.00 –4.35
N=18 S.D. 4.51 4.24 0.16 0.70 0.13 0.80 0.00 2.96
B Mean 18.34 13.58 0.79 2.57 0.70 3.69 0.36 –0.40
N=29 S.D. 3.57 3.20 0.31 0.92 0.10 1.30 0.39 1.95
C Mean 15.86 12.05 0.63 2.26 0.81 2.84 0.63 –3.46
N=21 S.D. 6.51 5.59 0.23 0.59 0.19 0.64 0.51 3.38
D Mean 11.10 8.17 0.49 2.02 0.85 2.39 0.35 –4.89
N=10 S.D. 3.67 3.39 0.08 0.38 0.14 0.37 0.45 2.41
E Mean 13.80 9.88 0.65 2.69 0.88 3.05 0.30 –2.46
N=15 S.D. 3.49 3.48 0.22 0.92 0.14 0.88 0.35 2.29
F Mean 16.00 12.22 0.63 2.04 0.71 2.88 0.49 –1.25
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N=13 S.D. 4.45 3.51 0.25 0.61 0.08 0.84 0.37 2.43
G Mean 10.44 6.82 0.60 2.40 0.88 2.76 0.11 –3.07
N=18 S.D. 4.19 4.14 0.13 0.58 0.13 0.63 0.25 2.87
H Mean 17.71 12.97 0.79 2.43 0.76 3.34 0.21 0.45
N=17 S.D. 4.37 3.04 0.27 0.46 0.16 0.98 0.28 2.05
I Mean 13.59 9.70 0.65 2.21 0.78 2.84 0.40 –3.42
N=32 S.D. 6.58 5.75 0.21 0.55 0.11 0.67 0.36 3.79
J Mean 6.00 2.59 0.57 2.27 0.86 2.62 0.00 –7.82
N=12 S.D. 0.00 0.48 0.08 0.30 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.31
Tables 4.10 and 4.11 show rater-speaker interactions executed by
FACETS. Only the data that indicated significant bias (under –2.0 logits or
over +2.0 logits on z-score) were taken out, and the means and standard
deviations are presented in the tables. Table 4.10 represents biases with
negative values, which means that the raters scored the participants more
severely than expected. In contrast, Table 4.11 demonstrates biases with
positive values, meaning more lenient assessments than expected. The N
below the rater’s ID represents the number of significantly biased ratings
that the rater assigned to the speakers. The right-most column gives
average measures that the speakers received. The information suggests to
whom, either to more able students or less able students, the raters showed
severity or leniency.
For example, in Table 4.10, the observed and expected average scores
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given by Rater A are 6.71 and 10.58 points respectively out of 36 possible
points (five analytical categories plus one holistic rating, each of which has
6 possible points). This indicates that the scores the participants obtained
from Rater A were lower than might have been expected, that is, Rater A
rated the participants more harshly than expected. Column 5 displays the
average difference between the total observed and expected scores from
Rater A across six categories. ((6.71-10.58)/6 = –0.64). A bias logit in column
6 is –2.62 and the likely error of the bias estimate is 0.94 (column 7) so that
the z-score can be converted to –2.80 by dividing the bias logit by the error
(–2.62/0.94 = –2.80). Infit mean squares for all raters are below 1.0
suggesting a good fit after removing the bias except for a slight excess in
Rater C (infit mean-square: 1.03).
Overall, Raters I and B provide a higher number of severe ratings than
the other raters: N = 26 (19.3%) and 24 (17.8%) respectively. Conversely,
Raters H and E give fewer: N = 9 (6.7%) and 10 (7.4%). Rater I presents not
only the numbers of severe ratings but also the most severe ratings among
the ten raters by displaying –3.70 logits on z-score. Looking at the measures
in the right-most column, Rater B tends to score less able speakers harshly;
in contrast, Rater J is likely to be severe towards more able speakers.
In terms of leniently scored ratings, Rater I displays the largest numbers, N
= 32 (23.7%) followed by Rater B (N = 29, 21.5%). The rater who
demonstrates the most lenient ratings is Rater B on 3.69 logits on z-score
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followed by Rater H on 3.34. Infit mean-squares suggest that there are no
misfitting raters after removing the bias. Measure logits with negative
values indicate that most of the raters are likely to give more lenient ratings
to less able speakers, except Rater H.
Table 4.12.
Ratio of Rater-Speaker Interactions Found in Each Educational Institution
Rater Severe rating to (%) Lenient rating to (%)
U SHS JHS U SHS JHS
Rater A 20.0 22.9 5.7 14.3 14.3 22.9
Rater B 0.0 30.2 15.1 54.7 0.0 0.0
Rater C 24.4 22.0 2.4 19.5 9.8 22.0
Rater D 47.6 4.8 0.0 0.0 23.8 23.8
Rater E 24.0 4.0 12.0 8.0 52.0 0.0
Rater F 37.9 6.9 10.3 6.9 27.6 10.3
Rater G 25.0 12.5 6.3 18.8 15.6 21.9
Rater H 15.4 7.7 11.5 53.8 11.5 0.0
Rater I 20.7 22.4 1.7 19.0 3.4 32.8
Rater J 36.4 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 54.5
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Figure 4.7. Ratio of rater-speaker interactions found in each educational
institution
For the purpose of exploring possible systematic patterns in rater-
speaker bias interactions, the educational institutions to which the
participants belong, and the raters’ severity or leniency towards these
institutions are shown in Table 4.12 and Figure 4.7. The lines between the
bars indicate the border of the severe and lenient ratings; the left side
shows more severe ratings and the right shows lenient ratings. For example,
Rater A in Table 4.12 directed 22.9 % severe ratings towards the senior high
school students, 20.0 % towards the university students, and only 5.7%
towards the junior high students. In contrast, lenient ratings were directed
towards the junior high students most (22.9 %), and both the senior high
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students and the university students received less lenient ratings (14.3 %).
Only the greatest proportions are explicitly indicated on the bar charts for
both severe and lenient ratings.
Table 4.12 and Figure 4.7 revealed an interesting pattern. Seven out of
ten raters were apt to rate the university students more harshly. By
contrast with this, six raters tended to assign lenient scores to the junior
high school students, and three were lenient towards the senior high
students. Raters B and H demonstrated a different pattern compared with
other raters in that they were apt to assign lenient ratings to the university
students. Specifically, Rater B did not give any severe ratings to the
university students.
4. 9 Discussion
Among the 6 levels from A1 to C2 in the CEFR rating scales, most of
the participants, approximately 80%, were graded as Basic Users or lower.
This is also evidenced from the data of Test of English for International
Communication (TOEIC®) in which the average score of university students
was 441 points out of 990 on the IP test and 554 points on the public test in
2009 (Educational Testing Service: ETS, 2011). According to Table 4.13
produced by Oxford University Press, ordinary Japanese students’ English
ability is approximately pre-intermediate or B1 at most. Regarding the
situation in Japan, utilizing the CEFR rating scales without modification
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seems controversial. One possible solution for this difficulty is to
segmentalize the lower scales between Below A1, A1, and A2. It is not
feasible to change the CEFR rating scales; however, English Language
Portfolio (ELP) enables us to modify the scales: the CEFR (Council of
Europe, 2001) describes, “…the framework should be open and flexible, so
that it can be applied, with such adaptations as prove necessary, to
particular situations” (p. 7). In Japan, a funded scientific research project
has been working on such a task. The author hopes that the modified rating
scales are available to all the Japanese students for assessing their English
language ability more precisely and easily.
Table 4.13.
Approximate Correspondence Between Different Types of Test
STEP Eiken® TOEIC® IELTS® CEF
7.5-9.0 C2
1st Grade 945+ 6.5-7.5 C1
Upper Intermediate Pre-1st Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th GradeBeginner
120-220 A10-3.0
Note : This chart was produced by Oxford University Press Japan and is only a rough guide to the approximate
levels of Oxford books; * The Common European Framework of Reference (CEF or CEFR) was designed to
promote a consistent interpretation of foreign-language competence among the member states of the European
Union. Today, the use of the CEF has extended beyond the boundaries of Europe, and it is used in many
regions of the world, including Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia. The CEF defines linguistic competence
in three levels: A, B, and C. Each of these levels is split nto two sub-levels.
225-545 3.0-4.0 A2Pre-2nd Grade
Pre-Intermediate
Elementary
785-940 5.0-6.5 B2
Advanced
2nd GradeIntermediate 550-780 4.0-5.0 B1
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The analysis demonstrated low inter-rater reliability among the ten
raters. In addition to the fact that the raters were self-consistent and
trained, the data had small error, and this same phenomenon has been
reported in other studies. Regarding the points above, this may not have
stemmed from poor quality of the raters. There are some possible solutions
to improve the inter-rater reliability. One is to give more intensive training
to the raters; however, in such a low-stakes condition, raters are not
working as professional raters but are ordinary English teachers, so it may
be impractical. Rather, exchanging raters' perspectives on the examined
groups (at least for the first several), as well as on the occasions that may
cause underfit conditions, are crucial for deciding whether to take
loquaciousness with mistakes or reticence with accuracy.
There seems to be terminology problems in the CEFR rating criteria, to
which some raters claimed that the expressions were abstract and tricky,
just like what other studies have reported. For example (italicized by the
author), in the criteria of Range, B2 is described “Has a sufficient range of
language... on most general topics,” and B1+ (lower level) is “Has a
sufficient range of language to describe unpredictable situations.” It is likely
to be more difficult to describe unpredictable situations than general topics.
In the Fluency criteria, C1 says “Can express him/her fluently and
spontaneously” and B2+ (lower level) speakers “Can communicate
spontaneously, often showing remarkable fluency.” A speaker who shows
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remarkable fluency seems to be more proficient than a speaker who
expresses him/her fluently. In addition, the raters had difficulties
discriminating some specific words which express similar terms found in
Coherence, for example: “connectors and other cohesive devices” (C1/C2),
“linking words” (B2+), “cohesive devices” (B2), “simple connectors” (A2), and
“basic linear connectors” (A1). Are linking words superior to basic linear
connectors? Why are there cohesive devices in B2, C1, and C2 but linking
words in B2 which is in between? Some words prohibited the raters to give
upper scores. If the scales are specifically modified for school-use, the
descriptors need to be more comprehensible and transparent.
The analysis of rater category bias showed that rating scores in
Coherence and Interaction were biased. It is difficult to ascertain the cause
of the bias. They might be rooted in terminology problems in the criteria, or
it may be because these two categories are rather unfamiliar to the raters
compared to the other three criteria; Range, Accuracy, and Fluency.
Another solution to the problems described in this section is to utilize
some statistical procedure such as multi-faceted Rasch measurement which
can compensate deficits found in raw scores although it is not mighty.
4. 10 Summary
This chapter first explained the rationale and theoretical background
of a multi-faceted Rasch measurement, what the model could do and focused
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on one of its features, unidementionality.
Descriptive statistics of the raters’ raw scores showed that about 40%
of the speakers were graded as A2 and 30% as A1. Including 10% of students
who were allotted as Below A1, 80% of the participants were regarded as
Basic Users, indicating that most of the participants’ English speaking
ability was low. Next, the assigned raw scores were transformed to interval
scales by calibrating with the aid of FACETS. Fit statistics for the CEFR
categories, rater measurement report, person fit, and bias analysis were
described. The results of analysis demonstrated that the rating scales
adequately increased their difficulty, raters showed low inter-rater
reliability but had self-consistency, not a few participants exhibited underfit
conditions, and that Coherence and Interaction were biased. Some
suggestions were provided to solve the problems in the discussion section.
The item analysis chapters follow, based on the CEFR subcategories;
Range (chapter 5), Accuracy (chapter 6), Fluency (chapter 7), Interaction
(chapter 8), and Coherence (chapter 9). In these chapters, following the
empirical research, the grounds of methods and the results of data analyses
are described along with their interpretations and discussions.
i Along with the CEFR criteria, the Council of Europe created a Manual (a pilot
version was made available in 2003). The Language Policy Division of the Council of
Europe, with the collaboration of Eurocentres and Migros Club Schools, produced a set
of video recordings. They were intended to be used as concrete spoken samples,
including group interaction, for standardization of English training in connection with
the Manual (pp. 71-76).
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Chapter 5
CEFR (I) RANGE
5. 1 Introduction
Through chapters 5 to 9, the participants’ discourses were analyzed
according to each of the five subcategories in the CEFR criteria.
This chapter is mainly about the first rating category, Range. However,
among the five speaking assessment criteria in the CEFR, the first
three—Range (complexity), Accuracy, and Fluency—have correlative
characteristics, which will be described here before illustrating the first
criterion, Range. Next, literature related to the units for the analysis is
detailed. After giving its definition, the methods for investigating Range are
introduced. Lastly, the analysis is conducted in terms of Range and explores
the spoken data.
5. 2. Range (Complexity), Accuracy, and Fluency
The three aspects of performance, Range (complexity), Accuracy, and
Fluency, have been said to have “trade-off” effects. For this reason,
numerous researchers in literature have often treated the three features
together, focusing on the combinations of them (e.g., Crookes, 1989; Ellis,
1987; Mehnert, 1998; Ortega, 1999; Skehan, 1998, Skehan & Foster, 1997;
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Wigglesworth, 1997). Most of the studies have referred to these three
qualities as complexity, accuracy, and fluency. Range, listed in the CEFR
criteria, is not the same term as complexity. However, Range and complexity
both refer to lexical and syntactic complexity, including expressiveness (see
Appendix A). Therefore, Range will be viewed as a similar aspect as
complexity in this study.
5. 2. 1 L2 Learners’ Processing Load
VanPatten (1990) explicitly states through his experimental study that
L2 learners, particularly early stage learners, cannot equally attend to form
and meaning in an input situation; that is, when learners pay attention to
language form, they lose attention to language content. Only when they can
easily understand the input, they can prioritize content over form. This
problem occurs not only in an input situation but also in an output situation.
According to theories of information processing, it is because of men’s
limited capacity for processing input/output (Skehan, 1998b). When second
language learners are in an output situation such as free conversation, they
experience heavier processing load. This process is cognitively highly
demanding for learners, specifically when they are interacting on-line,
because they are also required to comprehend the interlocutors’ utterances.
In the case of a test-taking situation, test-takers’ cognitive load increases as
they try to produce higher quality interaction in order to be successful in the
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oral performance. Hinkel (2006) states, “speaking in an L2 requires fluency,
accuracy, and a sufficient lexicogrammatical repertoire for meaningful
communication to take place” (p. 114). Hinkel’s term, lexicogrammatical
repertoire, can be considered as one of the indicators of Range.
5. 2. 2 Trade-off Effects
To achieve an ideal oral interaction, speakers need to be fluent and
flawless, utilizing more lexical selection and complex structures whenever
necessary. It is only possible when a learner acquires language
automaticity1. Since the automatic processing requires less attention and
effort, more attentional resources are left for other purposes (Segalowitz,
2003). Nevertheless, the limited capacity and the cognitive load often make
L2 learners unable to process all of the demands in their language
generation. Complexity, accuracy, and fluency are said to have independent
functions and they face competition with each other; when an L2 learner
shows higher performance in one area, other areas may be detracted
(Skehan, 1998, 2001), which is called the “trade-off effect”.
These phenomena have been reported in various researches (cf. Ellis,
1987; Crookes, 1989). Crookes, for example, outlines a study related to a
planned production task with 20 Japanese speakers of English; planning
1 This refers to the process by which declarative knowledge become proceduralized
through practice. Automatization results in the development of automatic processes
which allow for L2 knowledge to be accessed easily and rapidly with minimal demands
on the learner’s information-processing capacity (Ellis, 2003, p. 339).
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time allows learners to use more complex language, but does not improve
accuracy. Learners are unable to equally prioritize the three performance
aspects of complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Skehan & Foster, 1997). This
happens in the language of L2 learners because of insufficient working
memory to process all three features, which consequently lead to prioritize
only one or two aspects (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Many of the studies
have reported that the trade-off effects are demonstrated especially between
accuracy and complexity. Yuan and Ellis (2003) find similar results in that
planning time improves fluency and complexity but shows no effects on
accuracy. Foster and Skehan (1996), Skehan and Foster (1997, 1999, 2001)
conduct experiments concerning planning time and task-based oral
performance—narrative, personal information exchange task, and
decision-making task—through which they suggest that higher accuracy
and lower complexity are related.
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performance
dimensions
fluency form
accuracy complexity
Figure 5.1. Theorizing dimensions of performance (Skehan & Foster, 2001,
p. 190)
Skehan and Foster (2001, 1998b) advance the three-way distinction
shown in Figure 5.1. According to this concept, learner production is divided
into two: meaning and form, with the former being reflected in fluency. The
latter, form, is further classified to control (indicating accuracy if control is
prioritized) and restructuring (indicating complexity if the learner decides
to take risks). Skehan and Foster assert that measuring learners’
performance in terms of fluency, accuracy, and complexity can provide
effective indices. Skehan and Foster (2001) describe the relationship
between complexity and accuracy as follows:
….complexity is seen to operate in tandem with the attendant
language learning process of restructuring. It is assumed that when
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learners are in the process of realising that their interlanguage
systems are limited and require modification, they are more likely not
simply to use more complex language, but also to attempt to pressure
their own language systems. In other words, greater complexity is
taken to be a surrogate of a willingness to experiment, and to try to
extend or make more elaborate the underlying interlanguage system.
In contrast, a focus on accuracy is seen to reflect a greater degree of
conservatism, as the learner tries to achieve greater control over more
stable interlanguage elements. (p. 191)
Skehan and Foster (2001) propose two types of approaches that
learners may embrace: a “safety-first approach” or “accuracy last approach.”
The former is adopted when learners have already developed automaticity
in the language where accuracy is favored instead of complexity. Whereas
the latter requires a controlled language processing that values heavily on
complexity, and pays no attention to accuracy. These competitions occur in
the language spoken by non-native speakers. Adult native English speakers
seem to rely more on memorized sequences of language when under a
degree of communicative pressure than when under no pressure.
Non-native speakers, on the other hand, seem to rely far more on
word-by-word processing and they significantly increase their complexity,
fluency, and accuracy when under no communicative pressure (Foster and
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Skehan, 1996)
As for language development in an oral production, some researchers
find that fluency development does not match with learners’ syntactic and
lexical accuracy (Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Schmidt, 1993). Swain reports
that learners in immersion language course have demonstrated diverse
errors grammatically, lexically, and pragmalinguistically even though they
speak fluently with ease (1991). These studies have evidenced that the three
aspects of performance develop in different ways in non-native speakers’
production.
The relationship between performance and task complexity has also
been studied. Robinson (2001), for example, has investigated whether or not
cognitively complex tasks affect production. The results demonstrate that
more complex the case allows the learners to produce a greater lexical
variation and simpler the version allows a greater fluency. This means that
task difficulty can be the source of the trade-off effects.
Skehan and Foster (1999) conclude the relationship among the three
aspects of performance, after conducting a series of studies, as follows:
(1) consistent prioritization of fluency might lead to overlexicalised
performance, and performance in which fossilized language may be
difficult to change;
(2) consistent prioritization of accuracy might lead to (a) lack of
104
fluency and (b) avoidance of engagement with “cutting edge” language;
and
(3) consistent prioritization of complexity might lead to a wide range of
structures but a failure to move toward accuracy and control.
(p. 97)
The studies described above have demonstrated that these three
aspects of learners’ performance do not develop simultaneously and it is
difficult to put into practice concurrently.
5. 3 Units for Analysis
In order to analyze the learners’ oral performance quantitatively, their
speech data will be segmented into units on the basis of well-established
methodological criteria in order to retain reliability and validity (Foster,
Tonkyn & Wigglesworth, 2000). That is to say, definitions should be clear
and examples of segmentation should be provided. Table 5.1 shows some
basic types of unit which have been widely used for analyzing produced
language, whether written or spoken.
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Table 5.1.
Basic Types of Unit and Definitions
Type of
unit
Name
(year) Definitions Note
Turn Chaudron
(1988)
p. 45
- Any speaker’s sequence of
utterances bounded by another
speaker’s speech
Utterance Crookes
(1990)
p. 187
- At least one of the following:
1. one intonation contour, 2. pause, 3.
a semantic unit
Clause Foster &
Skehan
(1996) 310
- A simple, independent, finite clause
OR a dependent, finite or non-finite
clause
Wigglesworth
(1997) employed
clause units to
save time
Idea unit Kroll
(1977)
Chafe
(1980)
Ellis &
Barkhuizen
(2005)
- A clause with its pre- and post-
V clause elements
- 1. Ends with an intonation contour
(clause-final: a rise or fall in pitch)
2. Separated by a brief pause
- A message segment consisting of a
topic and comment, syntactically
and/or intonationally separated from
contiguous units
- Intonation/pause:
problematic for L2
learners’
production
- Suitable for
picture description
tasks
T-unit Hunt
(1965, 66,
70)
Chaudron
(1988)
- A main clause + all subordinate
clauses and non-clausal structures
attached to or embedded in it (1970)
- Any syntactic main clause + its
associated subordinate clauses
- Most popular
(suitable for
written language)
- Too many
definitions
- Inadequate for
spoken language
(especially for
dysfluent speech)
AS-unit
(Speech
Foster,
Tonkyn
- Syntactic unit (bounded by pauses);
An independent clause/sub-clausal
- Suitable for
spoken language
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unit) &Wiggles-
worth,
(2000)
unit, together with any subordinate
clause(s) associated with either;
irregular sentences/nonsentences
C-unit
(Communi
-cation
unit)
Loban
(1966)
Pica et al.
(1989). 5-6
- Grammatically independent
predications + elliptical answers to
questions (complete predications)
- utterances which provide referential
or pragmatic meaning
- Suitable for
interactive
discourse
C-unit
(Clausal+
non-clausal
unit)
Biber et al.
(1999)
- Clausal unit (same as T-unit) + non-
clausal unit (segments consisting
entirely or partly of non-clausal
material)
- Suitable for
interactive
discourse;
- Abundant
examples
Idea units are often used to analyze speakers’ discourse. They are
defined as a chunk of information which is viewed by the speaker/writer
cohesively as it is given a surface form” (Kroll, 1977, p. 85), and as “a clause
with its pre- and post- V clause elements. Also counted as IUs are non-finite
subordinate clauses, and finite relative clauses where the relative pronoun
is present” (p. 90). Chafe (1980) considers this unit a tone-unit, as he focuses
on intonation contour. He describes it as follows: “Most idea units end with
an intonation contour that might appropriately be called clause-final:
usually either a rise in pitch … or a fall. A second factor is pausing. Idea
units are typically separated by at least a brief pause” (p. 13-14). However,
language learners often pause not only at a clause boundary or a
grammatical juncture but also at an unexpected place between words. They
sometimes show rise in pitch in the middle of a clause. Foster, Tonkyn and
107
Wigglesworth (2000) assert that, “…units which rely purely or mainly on
pausing and intonational features are particularly problematic because of
the vagaries of such features in the speech of non-native speakers. Pauses in
L2 performance are not necessarily at unit boundaries, and it can be
difficult to distinguish between pauses that result from message
formulation or a lexical search.” (p. 359). Given language learners’
misleading intonation contour, idea units do not seem to be suitable for
analyzing the discourse of less proficient L2 learners.
T-units are the most commonly-used units for both written and spoken
data, and they can be indices of grammatical complexity. Although there are
many definitions of T-units, originally defined by Hunt (1965, 1966, 1970),
the basic concept is “a main clause plus all subordinate clauses and
non-clausal structures attached to or embedded in it” (Hunt, 1970, p. 4).
T-units are considered to be adequate for analyzing written data, but they
are not regarded as suitable for analyzing spoken data because T-units do
not usually allow non-independent clauses or fragments as part of the unit.
On the other hand, spoken data often contains a large number of fragments
or elliptical answers to questions, which are not counted as T-units
according to Hunt’s definition. The more dysfluent the speakers are, the
fewer units are counted in L2 speakers’ speech. For instance, a short or
elliptical answer to a question, such as “Yes” is regarded as a non-unit
because it is an incomplete sentence. For these reasons, T-units are
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regarded as inadequate by some researchers for analyzing spoken data.
C-units or communication units are regarded as more suitable for
analyzing learners’ spoken data or interaction discourse. C-units, unlike
T-units, count elliptical language in spoken discourse. Loban (1966) first
defined C-units as “grammatical independent predication(s) or ... answers
questions which lack only the repetition of the question elements to satisfy
the criterion of independent predication ... “Yes” can be admitted as a whole
unit of communication when it is an answer to a question...” (pp. 5-6).
Chaudron (1988) added the following to the definition of T-units: “[I]n oral
language elliptical answers to questions also constitute predication” (p. 45).
Nevertheless, Foster, Tonkyn and Wigglesworth (2000) cast doubts on
Loban-based definitions of C-units. Their report notes that, “To date, we
have been unable to unearth any published examples of segmentation into
C-units of an extended oral text” (p. 362). This has also been the case with
T-units. According to their survey, published in four leading journals over
seventeen years, they looked for articles which used units to segment
language for analysis and found that 44 out of 87 did not provide a
definition for the units. This is because researchers have never been given
detailed description with examples, and have only been able to work from
basic definitions.
Foster, Tonkyn and Wigglesworth (2000) advocate the use of AS-unit
(Analysis of Speech unit) with examples. They give reasons for segmenting
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speech and examples of how to do it. The definition of an AS-unit is “a single
speaker’s utterance consisting of an independent clause, or sub-clausal unit,
together with any subordinate clause(s) associated with either” (p. 365),
allowing for the inclusion of independent sub-clausal units for spoken data.
Although their starting point is Hunt’s T-unit, they consider pausing and
intonation to be important factors in segmenting a syntactic unit of this
type. For example, whether or not a coordination of verb phrases is regarded
as an AS-unit relies on intonation followed by a pause of at least 0.5 seconds.
Falling or rising intonation, followed by a certain length of pause, may not
be a reliable procedure for analyzing novice L2 learners because they rely
heavily on word-for-word processing under speech pressure. Another
difficulty in adopting the AS-unit is that there is a huge discrepancy
between a long AS-unit (e.g., “I serve in a government organisation in
Bangladesh :: which is called Department of Agricultural Extension”
consists of 2 clauses, 1 AS-unit [p. 366]) and a short AS-unit (e.g., “Yes”).
Foster, Tonkyn and Wigglesworth cite examples, but the instances appear to
be insufficient. As mentioned before, the problem of using the T-units for
spoken data is that fragments or short answers are not counted. The
obvious solution may be to consider the fragments or short answers
separately from the T-units.
Another type of C-unit advocated by Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad,
and Finegan (1999) comprises clausal units (similar to T-units) and
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non-clausal units (fragments consisting of non-clausal material). Their
definition of a C-unit is as follows: “A clausal unit is a structure consisting of
an independent clause together with any dependent clauses embedded
within it…and… are not clausal units nor part of clausal units: segments
consisting entirely or partly of non-clausal material” (p. 1069). Their book,
Longman grammar of spoken and written English, gives abundant
examples of segmenting spoken data into clausal and non-clausal units.
According to their corpus findings from data produced by native speakers of
English (see Table 5.2), non-clausal units account for over one-third of all
C-units, and the average length of non-clausal units is fewer than two words
(1.97 words per non-clausal unit). Unlike Biber et al.’s C-units, AS-units or
communication units (basic type of C-unit) do not demonstrate the
differences between the original T-unit parts and non- or sub-clausal units.
In terms of the difference between the two, averaging them out seems to
blur the boundary between them because the mean number of words per
unit does not reveal the level of word-use in such diverse types of unit.
When necessary, the number of clausal units and non-clausal units can be
added together, which provides something comparable to a basic type of
C-unit or AS-unit.
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Table5.2.
Distribution of Clausal Units and Non-clausal Units in Native Speakers’
Conversation (Biber et al., 1999, p. 1071)
Clausal units Non-clausal units Total
Unit count 61.4 % 38.6 % 100.0 %
Word count 86.0 % 14.0 % 100.0 %
Words per unit 7.52 % 1.95 % 5.37 %
In conclusion, because T-units exclude any elliptical constructed units,
and AS-units group T-units and such elliptical units together, this study
employs clausal units and non-clausal units in its analysis. The following is
an example in Biber, et al. (1999, p. 1071). C-unit boundaries are marked ||
and are followed by Cl (clausal) or NCl (non-clausal) to indicate the kind of
unit that precedes it:
A: || So do you think an alligator would like salt water? <Cl> ||
B: || It would probably kill him wouldn’t it? <Cl> ||
A: || That one on the news has been out in the ocean for a while. <Cl> ||
B: || Really? <NCl> ||
C: || What are you talking about? <Cl> || I didn’t hear. <Cl> ||
A: || That alligator in the ocean. <NCl> || I was asking him how he thought it
liked salt water. <Cl> ||
C: || Oh. <NCl> ||
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5. 4 Previous Methods of Analysis
5. 4. 1 Lexical Complexity
In this study, Range is regarded as a similar aspect to complexity, as
described in 5.2. There are two types of complexities: syntactic complexity
and lexical complexity, which are used to measure the participants’
speaking abilities as the indices of Range. Lexical complexity, or a wide
range of words has been considered an indicator alongside syntactical
complexity. Measurement of lexical diversity can begin simply by counting
the number of different words (types), and this demonstrates the range of
vocabulary used. Nevertheless, Vermeer (2000) argues that it is difficult to
quantify lexical diversity reliably. Jarvis (2002) suggests that this is because
most of the lexical indices, which will be described below, are dependent on
the text length. One way of measuring lexical richness is to calculate the
Type-Token Ratio (TTR), the ratio of the number of different words (types)
to the total number of words (tokens). As the ratio moves closer to one, it
indicates an increase in lexical richness. Although this measure has been
commonly used (cf. Douglas, 1994; Koizumi, 2005; Ortega, 1999; Robinson,
2001; Wigglesworth, 1997), to indicate lexical diversity, it is considered to be
problematic in that a smaller number of tokens produce a higher TTR than
in a larger numbers of tokens (Richards, 1987; Malvern & Richards, 2002;
Malvern, Richards, Chipere, & Duran, 2004; Chipere & Duran, 2004).
Other forms of measure are used to address the problem of different
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sample sizes of language data in calculating TTR. Mean Segmental
Type-Token Ratio (MSTTR) or Split TTR deployed by Wells (1985) is
considered to be an alternative method. To obtain the MSTTR, a speaker’s
text is first divided into segments (e.g., 50 words or 100 words) and the TTR
is calculated for each segment. Finally, the mean score is calculated for all
the segments to obtain the MSTTR. Although the MSTTR is considered to
be a more effective method because it does not rely on sample size, Malvern
and Richards (2002) and Malvern, Richards, Chipere, and Duran (2004)
argue that it is nevertheless influenced by sample size and that data is lost
during the segmentation process. In addition to the measures noted above, a
number of indices can be mathematically transformed to avoid the
involvement of sample size, for example, Herdan’s Bilogarithmic TTR (1960),
Guiraud’s Root TTR (1960) and Malvern & Richard’s D. Their equations are
formulated as follows:
Herdan’s index (1960)
C =
log Types
logTokens
Guiraud’s index (1960)
R =
Tokens
Types
Malvern et al.’s D (2000)
TTR =
D
N
1+2
N
D
1
2
－1
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These transformed TTRs are formulated to adjust the lexical indices in line
with text length. If the adjustment can be carried out successively, the
indices work well. Nonetheless, according to the investigation by Tweedie
and Baayen (1998), if there is over/under-adjustment, the same kind of
problem arises as with the basic TTR. The problem of text length occurs in
the later stages of acquisition of vocabulary, where a learner acquires over
1,000 active items of vocabulary for basic TTR and over 3,000 for Guiraud’s
index (Vermeer, 2000). D was established to resolve the problem of text
length using computer software (McKee, Malvern, & Richards, 2000;
Malvern & Richards, 2002; Malvern, Richards, Chipere, & Duran, 2004). D
appeared to be robust against text length, but Jarvis (2002) discovered that
D was not always effective in distinguishing groups where, for example,
learners with four to six years of English education achieved higher scores
for D than native English speakers of a similar age in a middle school. In
addition, the software, called vocd to calculate D, requires at least 50 tokens
for each speaker. Participants in this study did not always produce
sufficient pruned tokens when they were eliminating hesitations. It is likely
that no robust indices for measuring lexical richness have yet been
established. Van Hort and Vermeer (2007) claim that Guiraud’s index can be
considered the most reliable measure of lexical diversity. For this reason,
Guiraud’s index was chosen as an index of lexical complexity in the present
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study.
5. 4. 2 Syntactic Complexity
In terms of syntactic complexity, Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005, p. 153)
list various types of measures. The first is an interactional measure which
includes the number of turns per minute, originally used by Duff (1986). It
can be an indication of each speaker’s contribution to an oral interaction,
and the higher the number, the more complex the speaker’s production. The
problem with the measure is that the number does not indicate how long the
speaker utters, so the average number of words should also be taken into
consideration. The second, the mean turn length, is the total number of
words used by each speaker divided by the total number of turns. It
provides a measure of propositional completeness and is better suited for
eliciting learners’ pre-specified content, such as picture description tasks.
For this reason, the mean turn length does not seem to clearly indicate
speaker’s complexity in the group oral. The last of the syntactic complexity
measures is grammatical complexity: level of subordination, use of specific
linguistic features (e.g., different verb forms), and mean number of verb
arguments. The level of subordination is expressed by the total number of
separate clauses divided by the total number of C-units (Foster & Skehan,
1996).
The last group mentioned above, measuring grammatical or syntactic
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complexity, has been commonly used by a number of other researchers, who
have mainly divided it into three types according to whether the number of
words, clauses or subordinations is measured for each unit. This study
employs a common measurement for analyzing the participants’ syntactic
complexities. However, as different types of units have been used, there are
numbers of different combinations.
Table 5.3.
Major Indices Used for Measuring Syntactic Complexity
per C-unit per T-unit per AS-unit other
Words Bygate (1999);
Crookes (1989)
<error-free
T-unit>
Koizumi &
Katagiri (2009)
<tokens>
Crookes
(1989) <per
subordinate
clause>
Clauses Iwashita et al.
(2001);
Skehan &
Foster (1999);
Robinson et al.
(2001)
Larsen-Freeman
(2005)
Foster (2001);
Koizumi
(2005);
Koizumi &
Katagiri (2009)
Subordinations Skehan &
Foster (1999);
Robinson et al.
(2001)
Crookes (1989);
Mehnert (1998)
Koizumi
(2005)
Table 5.3 demonstrates the main indices used by different researchers
for measuring syntactic complexity. Nevertheless, any one researcher
normally employs only one or two indices and we still have no clear evidence
of which index best demonstrates complexity. When selecting C-units for the
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units of analysis, there are two possible combinations: with clauses or
subordinations. The participants, however, did not demonstrate many
usages of subordinations; as a result, the number of clauses per C-unit was
computed to measure the syntactic complexity.
5. 4. 3 Formulaic Sequences
In acquiring a second language, it is considered essential to master
idiomatic forms of expression. This study analyzes the speakers’ discourses
to explore their range of phrases and collocations as a part of the lexical
complexity. The CEFR criteria employ a variety of terms to describe the
different forms: simple phrases, groups of a few words, formulae, idiomatic
expressions, and colloquialisms. Wray (2000) calls these multi-word strings
formulaic sequences. Researchers have devised different terminologies to
define them, such as lexicalized phrases, chunks, fixed expressions, big
words, and formulaic language, but it is very difficult to find a definitive
term. In this study, the author calls it a formulaic sequence, based on Wray’s
definition, as follows:
A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other meaning
elements, which is, or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and
retrieved whole from memory at the time of use, rather than being
subject to generation or analysis by the language grammar.
118
(p. 465)
5. 5 Present Methods of Analysis
Which items constitute a subcategory, Range? Some indicative words
can be found in the criteria grid for Range: words and simple phrases (in
level A1), groups of a few words and formulae (A2), sufficient vocabulary
(B1), complex sentence forms (B2), a broad range of language (C1) and
idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms (C2). These indicative terms were
used to select the following items for analysis in the study of Range. They
basically indicate lexical and syntactical complexity.
5. 5. 1 Lexical Complexity
Total number of tokens and types
To explore how much speech was involved in a five-minute oral
interaction, the total number of words or tokens uttered by each participant
in a group of three was counted. The total number of different types of
tokens used in the same text was also counted. A wide range of words has
been considered as an indicator of lexical richness. The software package
“v8an”, included in the JACET list of 8000 basic words (JACET, 2003;
JACET 8000 hereafter) was used to analyze the total number of tokens and
types. JACET 8000 was originally developed from the British National
Corpus, movie scripts and newspaper articles, adding linguistic data of
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American English and Japanese-specific words by the teachers of Japan
Association of College English Teachers (JACET). It lemmatizes the
transcribed texts and then ranks them from level 1 (basic 1,000 words) to
level 8 (approximately 7,001 to 8,000 words). It also extracts from the text
the number and percentage of the total tokens in each level, as well as
different types of words. The words that are not on the JACET 8000 list are
grouped as over 8 : contracted forms are shown as cont., proper nouns as
prop., and non-words, such as numbers, as non.
Type-token ratio (TTR) and Guiraud index
TTR, the ratio of different types of tokens to total tokens used, has
been seen as problematic because a large number of tokens (over 1,000
tokens) produce a lower TTR than a smaller number. Although the
participants in the study produced different sizes of spoken samples in a
five-minute interaction, the maximum number of tokens was less than 300
and the problem was not likely to occur. However, a more robust index was
employed alongside the TTR. It is known as the Guiraud index,
mathematically transformed by Guiraud (1960) and calculated as Types/√
(Tokens) to make it independent of sample size. The TTR was then
compared with the Guiraud index.
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Formulaic sequences
The CEFR rating criteria include various types of terminology
indicating idiomatic expressions and collocations such as groups of a few
words and formulae, idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms. Following
Wray (2000), groups of a few words, fixed strings, and frames of words were
labelled as formulaic sequences in the study. Formulaic sequences were
were extracted from the participants’ utterances and were compared with
the frequency of the sequences found in the British National Corpus (BNC:
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/). According to its website, the BNC is “a
million word collection of samples of written and spoken language from a
wide range of sources.” The spoken part (10%) comprises unscripted
informal conversations with 1,198,089 words. For a comparative analysis,
the BNC Baby which is a subset of the BNC was utilized because it included
spoken conversation solely spoken conversation and no other types of
samples from other types of samples. The participants’ formulaic sequences
were sorted by two frequency types found in the BNC Baby, namely, less
than 0.01% (less common) and over 0.01% (more common) out of the whole
BNC Baby.
When a single speaker utilized a sequence repeatedly in a C-unit, only
the first expression was counted. The total number of formulaic sequences
and the number of formulaic sequences divided by the total number of
tokens used were also explored.
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5. 5. 2 Syntactical Complexity
C-units (clausal [Cl] and non-clausal [NCl] units)
Clausal units and non-clausal units (C-units when merged, as specified
by Biber et al. [1999]; see Table 5.1) were selected as units of analysis
because the participants of this study produced a large quantity of
fragmental utterances and C-units were more likely to fit a discourse of
such. Specific elements of C-units were elicited as follows:
1) The number of clausal and non-clausal units each speaker produced.
2) The ratio of clausal units to non-clausal units was calculated to find
out the size of the participants’ fragmental utterances.
3) The total number of tokens each speaker used within clausal and
non-clausal units.
4) The ratio of total token count in clausal units compared to
non-clausal units was calculated, in order to find the number of
words used in each different type of unit compared with native
speakers of English.
5) The number of tokens per unit was computed to find out how many
tokens were included in a clausal and non-clausal unit or in a
C-unit.
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Clauses per C-unit
As displayed in Table 5.3, there are a number of ways of measuring
syntactical complexity. Out of these, the author chose to explore the number
of clauses per C-unit because the participants in this study did not use a
large quantity of subordinations. When a C-unit contains several clauses, it
may include complex sentence(s), compound sentence(s), and relative
clause(s).
5. 6 Common Notes for Analysis
Through chapters 5 to 9, when exploring the relationships between the
analyzed variables and rating scores, the CEFR measures calculated by
multi-faceted Rasch measurement (see chapter 4) were used. The reason of
utilizing the CEFR measures, and not the raters’ raw scores, is that the
author believes the former has eliminated the effects given by the human
raters whenever possible. This applies not only for Range but also for the
other CEFR subcategories.
The same token applies for the analysis of the five subcategories, when
conducting a calculation, Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was utilized to
determine whether the distributions were normal. When the variables were
significantly non-normal, this study basically employed non-parametric
statistics, because most of the data have violated parametric assumptions
that should have normally distributed data. Two types of rank-order
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correlations were used in relation to the feature of the spoken data;
Kendall’s tau, τ and Spearman’s roh, r. The former was employed when the
data had some tied ranks; otherwise, the latter was selected. Although
Kendall’s tau usually draws less correlation coefficient than Spearman’s roh,
Kendall’s statistic is believed to display a better estimate of the correlation
in the population (Field, 2005; Howell, 1997).
Also from chapter 5 to 9, two researchers were engaged in the analysis,
especially when the qualitative or subjective analyses were required. The
main analysis was carried out by the author and the supervisor checked
parts of the analysis to confirm that the analysis was adequately conducted.
When there were any gaps in perception, the supervisor and the author had
a discussion until they reached to an agreement.
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RESULTS
5. 7 Lexical Range Indices
5. 7. 1 Total Number of Tokens and Types
Table 5.4.
Total Number of Tokens and Types
L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 Over8 Cont. Prop. Non- Total
Tokens
Total 8210 337 172 59 48 119 7 44 172 141 8 225 9542
% 86.0 3.5 1.8 0.6 0.5 1.2 0.1 0.5 1.8 1.5 0.1 2.4 100.0
Ave. 60.81 2.50 1.27 0.44 0.36 0.88 0.05 0.33 1.27 1.04 0.06 1.67 70.68
Types
Total 4338 259 124 48 30 76 7 33 130 89 5 176 5315
% 81.6 4.9 2.3 0.9 0.6 1.4 0.1 0.6 2.4 1.7 0.1 3.3 100.0
Ave. 32.13 1.92 0.92 0.36 0.22 0.56 0.05 0.24 0.96 0.66 0.04 1.30 39.37
Note. L1 to L8 stand for level 1 to level 8 in JACET 8000; the words that are not in JACET 8000 are
grouped as Over 8, contracted forms are shown as Cont., proper nouns as Prop., and non-words such as
numbers, as Non-.
Table 5.4 shows the total number and percentage of tokens and types
produced by 135 participants, computed by “v8an” or JACET 8000. The
average number of tokens employed by each speaker is 70.7, out of which
60.8 tokens are in level 1, showing 86.0% of the total tokens. On the other
hand, the average number of types is 39.4, out of which 32.1 words make up
the tokens in level 1, indicating 81.6% of the total types. The tokens and
types not grouped within the eight levels account for 5.8% and 7.5%
respectively. This means that the tokens and types between level 2 and Over
8 account for only 8.2% and 10.9% respectively. In other words, the speakers
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interact using mostly lower level words.
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Figure 5.2. Average number of
tokens used per speaker on level 1
and above level 2, sorted by
educational institution
Figure 5.3. Average number of types
used per speaker on level 1 and
above level 2, sorted by educational
institution
Figure 5.2 shows the average number of tokens and Figure 5.3
demonstrates the average number of types produced by each speaker, both
of which are displayed according to the three educational institutions. Both
figures indicate that the higher the educational level, the greater the
number of tokens and types they use, that is, their vocabulary size and
lexical diversity increase. With regard to level 1 vocabulary, the number of
both tokens and types increases nearly 1.5 times from junior to senior high
school level and around twice as much from junior high school to university
level. Level 2 to Over 8 tokens and types increase by twice as much from
junior to senior high school level, and around 2.8 times from junior high
school to university level, suggesting that the speakers acquire more
difficult words when they proceed to the higher institutions.
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Figure 5.4. Relationship between CEFR measures (Range) and number of
tokens and types
Figure 5.4 displays the average number of tokens and types per
speaker, sorted by the CEFR measures for Range. The greater the speakers’
measures, or the more proficient they become, the greater the number of
tokens and types they tend to use. The correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau)
between the CEFR measures for Range and the number of tokens is .541, p
< .001, and between the CEFR measures for Range and the number of types
is .622, p < .001, the latter showing a higher correlation.
The following example involves a junior high school speaker R in group
5, called Speaker 5R, who used one of the least number of tokens and types
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and obtained one of the lowest CEFR measures for Range, -9.20. The
utterances produced by Speaker 5R have been extracted from the
interaction as follows:
Excerpt 5.1 (JHS5, Speaker R)
Turn 2 Do you have a sister?
T4 Yes, I do.
T5 Do you have a cat? (to Speaker 5M)
T9 How old does dog? [sic] (to Speaker 5M)
T13 How old does cat? [sic] (to Speaker 5M)
Speaker 5R employs the same questioning styles (shown in bold
letters), using them with different objects (underlined) on each occasion.
This may be the reason why Speaker 5R uses so few types. Below is an
extract from the oral interaction of a university student, Speaker 42R, who
registered one of the highest numbers of types, yet the CEFR measure was
not one of the highest. The speaker scored 1.1 logits, where the highest
measure was 4.58 logits. Words in parenthesis ( ) are hesitations and in
parenthesis [ ] are repetitions.
Excerpt 5.2 (U42, Speaker R)
T20 (Mm uh yeah) I agree (uh) yes. The day before yesterday, I was
chatting on the Internet [with a] with a girl in (uh) maybe Romania
and she said she likes (mm) [Haruki Murakami] Murakami Haruki.
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So and she knows much about his books. So (uh) then [I, I strong]
(uh) I strongly thought Japanese should learn about Japan more.
Although Speaker 42R sometimes used identical tokens, she produced more
words than Speaker 5R. As a result, there is an increase in the number of
types. To explore why the university speaker did not register a high CEFR
score, the relationship between the CEFR measure and the number of
tokens/types was analyzed in detail.
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Figure 5.5. Relationship between number of tokens and CEFR measures
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As Figure 5.5 indicates, there is a strong relationship between the total
number of tokens and the CEFR measures in the lower level participants,
but with more proficient speakers, the large number of tokens does not
necessarily imply higher CEFR measures. In other words, the raters appear
to evaluate the quantity of speech to be an important indicator at a certain
level, whereas they judge more proficient speakers not only by the number
of tokens but also by the content of their utterances. For example, Speaker
41L in Excerpt 5.3, produced 81 tokens, within the average range for
university students, but obtained a good score of 3.69 logits.
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Excerpt 5.3 (U41 Speaker L)
I think [Korea] Korean people show more respect to seniors than Japanese, for
example, they use the term of respect to parents.
On the other hand, the following speaker, Speaker 31R in Excerpt 5.4,
produced 203 tokens, which was about twice as many as the university
speakers’ average but obtained lower measure, 0.75 logits, than Speaker
42R in Excerpt 5.2.
Excerpt 5.4 (U31, Speaker R)
And [I I think] I think many time difference of [Japanese] (uh) [Japanese
culture] (ah) both of Japanese culture and Korean culture and (mmm) I think
Korean is (ah) more (mmm…)
Excerpt 5.3 and 5.4 indicate that the rating reference may include
contents, level of vocabulary, and the speaker’s ability to express their
intention without too many dysfluencies. Furthermore, frequent
hesitation merely increases the number of tokens in a meaningless way,
and may lead to lower scores.
Figure 5.6 demonstrates the relationship between the number of
types and the CEFR measures, and indicates a better correlation than
with tokens. Despite the fact that outliers can be detected for higher
CEFR measures as in Figure 5.5 (over 0 logit), the number of types seems
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to be a better indicator as it eliminates the identical tokens.
5. 7. 2 Type-Token Ratio (TTR) and Guiraud Index
Type-token ratio (TTR), the ratio of types to tokens used by the speaker,
is often utilized to measure lexical diversity, as it is seen as an indication of
lexical richness or complexity. TTR was computed using “v8an” (JACET
8000), and then the Guiraud index.
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Figure 5.7. Relationship between TTR, Guiraud index and CEFR measures
(Range)
Figure 5.7 demonstrates the TTR and Guiraud indices sorted by the
CEFR measures for Range. As can be seen, the TTR remains stable
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regardless of the speaker’s proficiency. The TTR is considered problematic
when used with a large number of tokens (over 1,000) but this index does
not seem to be reliable in distinguishing the participants who produced
considerably fewer than 1,000 tokens. By contrast, the Guiraud index gives
a proportional relationship with proficiency levels. The correlation
coefficient (Kendall’s tau) between the measures for Range and the Guiraud
index is significant, .598, p <.001, while the correlation between the
measures for Range and the TTR is –.096, indicating no correlation. This
result suggests that the Guiraud index can be used as an indicator for
Range, but that the TTR cannot. The speakers in Excerpt 5.1 (Speaker 5R)
and Excerpt 5.2 (Speaker 42R) scored 0.52 logits and 0.66 logits respectively
for TTR, and 2.40 logits (Speaker 5R) and 7.51(Speaker 42R) for the
Guiraud index. As the values indicate, the Guiraud index is more likely to
provide relevant information than the TTR.
5. 7. 3 Formulaic Sequences
Groups of a few words, fixed strings and frames of words, which were
designated as indices of Range in the CEFR criteria, were labelled as
formulaic sequences in the study. The frequency of formulaic sequences
found in the British National Corpus Baby (BNC Baby Release 2.1) were
counted and were divided into two groups : the sequences found between 0 –
0.01% (less common) and over 0.01% (more common).
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Figure 5.8. Average number and percentage of formulaic sequence per
person found in British National Corpus Baby (instances below 0.01% and
over 0.01%), sorted by the educational institutions
Figure 5.8 illustrates the average numbers and percentages of the
formulaic sequences per person found in the BNC Baby that are divided into
two groups depending on whether the percentage was below 0.01% or over
0.01%. The figure indicates that the number of formulaic sequences
increases along with the educational level (JHS: 3.71, SHS: 5.78, U: 8.82).
In terms of the ratio of formulaic sequences less frequently used in the BNC
Baby (i.e. below 0.01% of the Corpus), the junior high school students use
more than 80% of the total formulaic sequences while the university
students employ less than 50%. It seems that the more proficient speakers
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tend to use more of the formulaic sequences found in the BNC Baby. In
other words, the junior high school students are more likely to use less
frequent expressions, presumably because of the textbooks they use. It is
likely that their input is restricted to the material in their textbooks. In
addition, the textbooks are not likely to include expressions used frequently
by native speakers.
Table 5.5.
Examples of Formulaic Sequences Found in British National Corpus Baby,
along with Their Occurrence Rate
% of F. S.
in BNC Baby
Examples of F. S.
in this study
% in BNC
Baby (1)
% in this
study(2)
(2)／(1)
less than - belong to 0.0003 0.0943 282.5
0.01% - member of 0.0003 0.0734 219.7
- after school 0.0007 0.0419 62.8
- me too 0.0010 0.4402 439.5
- for example 0.0019 0.1677 87.3
- how about 0.0031 0.9746 315.6
- come from 0.0031 0.0524 17.0
- by the way 0.0032 0.0419 13.2
- good at 0.0038 0.0210 5.5
- how old 0.0041 0.0629 15.4
- every day 0.0050 0.0524 10.5
- because of 0.0053 0.0314 5.9
- listen(ing) to 0.0078 0.0314 4.0
0.01 – - at all 0.0182 0.0105 0.6
0.05% - like to 0.0189 0.1153 6.1
- of course 0.0222 0.0210 0.9
- how many 0.0249 0.0524 2.1
- I see 0.0275 0.0838 3.0
- go to 0.0397 0.1991 5.0
- a little 0.0413 0.0629 1.5
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- thank you 0.0454 0.1258 2.8
More than - want to 0.0699 0.6812 9.8
0.05% - I thought 0.0706 0.0210 0.3
- to be 0.0800 0.0838 1.0
- going to 0.0850 0.0629 0.7
- have to 0.1196 0.0210 0.2
- I know 0.1354 0.0734 0.5
- I mean 0.1972 0.0105 0.1
Note. F. S. = formulaic sequences
Table 5.5 gives some examples of the formulaic sequences found in the
BNC Baby and those found in this study. Examples in the tio one-third rows
are the less common formulaic sequences found in the BNC Baby, that is
less than 120 cases out of 1,198,089 words or less than 0.01%. The middle
row displays the sequences found between 0.01–0.05%. The last one-third
row shows more frequently used formulaic sequences, i.e. over 0.05% in the
BNC Baby. The third and the fourth columns show the occurrence ratios of
each formulaic sequence from the BNC Baby and in this study respectively.
The last column demonstrates a calculated result of the occurrence rate of
this study (fourth column) divided by that of the BNC Baby (third column).
With respect to the less frequently used formulaic sequences in the BNC
Baby, for example, “how about” and “me too” were used in this study 93 and
42 times throughout the interactions out of 9,542 words in total respectively,
therefore indicating 0.97% and 0.44% of the total usage. When dividing the
occurrence ratio by that of the BNC Baby, the numbers show 315.6 and
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439.5, indicating that the speakers of this study used “how about” and “me
too” 315.6 times and 439.5 times, which are as many times as those of the
BNC Baby. These numbers indicate that the participants use some specific
sequences in large numbers, which demonstrates substantial discrepancy
between the native speakers and the L2 learners by using the formulaic
sequences. Last one-third examples show more commonly used formulaic
sequences by the native speakers, i.e. over 0.05%. The right most column
indicates that the participants show a less frequent use of the common
sequences than the native speakers, for example, “I mean” or “have to” are
used 0.1 times and 0.2 times as many as those of the native speakers
respectively.
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Figure 5.9. Occurrence ratio of
formulaic sequence below 0.01% per
person
Figure 5.10. Occurrence ratio of
formulaic sequence over 0.01% per
person
Figures 5.9 and 5.10 show the occurrence ratio of formulaic sequences
below 0.01% and over 0.01% per participant respectively. Although Figure
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5.9 does not indicate much difference among the educational institutions,
Figure 5.10 obviously demonstrates an increase in the percentage alongside
their developments. In other words, the usage of formulaic sequences that
are frequently used by native speakers implies the participants’
developments.
5. 7. 4 Correlation Between Lexical Range Indices and CEFR
Measures
Table 5.6.
Correlation (Spearman’s roh) Between Lexical Range Indices and CEFR
Measures
Tokens Types TTR Guiraud Total FS CEFR
Tokens 1 .952** -.579** .763** .787** .721**
Types 1 -.338** .918** .768** .802**
TTR 1 .027** -.407** -.136**
Guiraud 1 .622** .791**
Total FS 1 .651**
CEFR 1
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01; TTR = Type-Token Ratio; Guiraud = Guiraud index; FS = formulaic
sequences
Table 5.6 shows the correlation coefficient by Spearman’s roh between
the lexical range indices and the CEFR measures for Range. The strongest
correlation is found between the types, .802, p < .01, followed by the
Guiraud index, .791, p < .01, the tokens, .721, p < .01, and the total number
of formulaic sentences, .651, p < .01. The lexical range indices seem to have
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a strong relationship with the raters’ perceptions on the speakers’
proficiency.
5. 8 Syntactical Range Indices
5. 8. 1 C-units (Clausal[Cl] and Non-Clausal[NCl] Units)
Table 5.7.
Figures for C-units (Clausal Units [Cl]and Non-clausal Units [NCl])
JHS SHS U
Cl NCl Cl NCl Cl NCl
Unit count
1) No. 7.6 6.3 8.8 7.4 10.3 11.4
2) % 54.7 45.3 54.3 45.7 47.4 52.6
Token count
3) No. 34.0 10.7 57.6 13.5 76.7 16.6
4) % 76.0 24.0 81.0 19.0 82.2 17.8
Tokens per unit
5) No. 4.48 1.71 6.56 1.83 7.47 1.46
Mean 3.22 4.40 4.31
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Figure 5.11. Average number of
clausal and non-clausal units per
speaker; 1)
Figure 5.12. Ratio of clausal units to
non-clausal units; 2)
Note. Cl stands for clausal unit and NCl for
non-clausal unit
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Table 5.7 shows the figures for the C-unit. In terms of 1) the average
number of clausal units each speaker uses, as shown in Figure 5.11, the
number increases (7.6 for junior high school, 8.8 for senior high school, 10.3
for university) in line with their education level. This may be closely related
to the total number of tokens. The total number of non-clausal units also
increases in proportion to educational level (6.3 for JHS, 7.4 for SHS, 11.4
for U). However, the increase in non-clausal units in the university students’
talk is greater compared with the other two educational institutions. This
phenomenon is also evident in 2) the ratio of clausal units to non-clausal
units in Figure 5.12. Both junior high school and senior high school produce
a similar ratio (approximately 55% of clausal units to 45% of non-clausal
units), while the university speakers use non-clausal units more frequently,
at almost 53%. The university students produce a much greater quantity of
segmental utterances. This may stem from the participants’ speaking style:
the junior high school students rehearse before they speak, and the senior
high school students pre-plan their speech and produce longer stretches of
talk. On the contrary, the university speakers tend to speak on-line, which
is a more natural form of interaction between speakers.
With regard to 3), the total number of tokens each person used in
clausal and non-clausal units increases in line with educational level, as
shown in the middle line of Table 5.7 and Figure 5.13. In 4), the ratio of
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tokens in clausal units compared to non-clausal units indicates the
participants’ development; that is, the more proficient the speakers are, the
more tokens they are likely to use in clausal units compared to non-clausal
units (Figure 5.14).
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tokens each speaker used in
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For 5), the average number of tokens per clausal/non-clausal unit and
per C-unit is shown in Figure 5.15. Tokens per clausal unit increase with
proficiency level, but this is not the case for non-clausal units. Qualitative
analysis was undertaken to look into the reason why the university
students used fewer tokens per non-clausal unit than others. The junior
high school students used non-clausal units to answer questions or bridge
interactions such as “Me too,” “Why…?” or “How about you?” The high
school students with the largest number of tokens repeatedly used “how
about” expressions such as “How about your father?” Furthermore, they
answered questions using several tokens but without a verb (e.g., “Third
grade in junior high school.”), and these were categorized as non-clausal
units. The university students, on the other hand, used clausal units more
when answering questions; instead, they used non-clausal units as
acknowledgements. This distinction may provide an explanation for the
phenomenon, as the university students used fewer tokens in non-clausal
units. What is withdrawn from Figure 5.13 is that the average number of
tokens per clausal unit clearly increases with the educational level. In other
words, analysis of clausal units demonstrates the participants’
developments in terms of grammatical complexity, but not in terms of
non-clausal units or mean C-units.
142
5. 8. 2 Clauses per Clausal-Unit
The number of clauses per clausal-unit was counted. Non-clausal units
were not included because they originally contained no verbs. The
participants who received very low scores used no complex structures at all.
By contrast, the higher level speakers regularly employed them, that is, the
junior high school students counted 1.03, suggesting that almost all the
clausal-units consisted of simple sentences. The numbers increase to 1.16
for the senior high school students and 1.32 for the university students,
indicating that the university speakers used more complex/compound
sentences. The raters probably regarded the speakers as less proficient if
they only used simple sentences.
The following example involves the same speakers as in Excerpts 5.1
and 5.2. All the sentences used by Speaker 5R were simple sentences (see
Excerpt 5.1), whereas the university speaker, 42R, employed more complex
structures (Excerpt 5.5).
Excerpt 5.5 (U42, Speaker R)
And I hear (uh) [many] many foreign people (mm) ask Japanese people about
(uh) Japanese old story (uh) such as Genji Monogatari. So [we should] (uh:) I
think we should have studied more [in in] when I was a high school student.
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5. 8. 3 Correlation Between Syntactical Range Indices and CEFR
Measures
Table 5.8. Correlation (Spearman’s roh) Between Syntactical Range Indices
and CEFR Measures
C-unit Cl-unit NCl-unit Tokens/C Tokens/Cl Tokens/NCl Clauses/C CEFR
C-unit 1 .691** .837** -.220** .132** -.052 .657** .460**
Cl-unit 1 .230** .290** .201** -.008 .950** .425**
NCl-unit 1 -.511** .031** -.020 .227** .332**
Tokens/C 1 .748** .136 .442** .468**
Tokens/Cl 1 .032 .414** .792**
Tokens/NCl 1 .005** .018**
Clauses/C 1 .582**
CEFR 1
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01; Cl stands for clausal unit; NCl for non-clausal unit; Tokens/C for number of
tokens per C-unit; Clauses/C for number of clauses per C-unit
Table 5.8 demonstrates the correlation coefficient (Spearman’s roh)
between the potential syntactical range indices and the CEFR measures.
Compared with the correlation for lexical indices, coefficients are generally
smaller, except for the number of tokens per clausal-unit, .792, p < .01 and
the number of clauses per C-unit, .582, p < .01. The number of tokens per
clausal-unit may correlate with the total number of tokens. For this reason,
it seems to be more efficient to use lexical, rather than syntactical in
deciding on CEFR measures. The analyzed data are in Appendix F.
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5. 9 Discussion
This chapter explored Range from two types of indices: lexical and
syntactical. The relationship between the development of Range and the
CEFR measures indicated that the lexical indices had a stronger correlation
than the syntactical indices. One of the reasons of the phenomena may be
rooted in the descriptors of the CEFR, that is, there are more lexical indices
than the syntactical ones. For example, the lexical-related descriptors in
Range are: basic repertoire of words and simple phrases (A1), memorized
phrases, group of a few words and formulae (A2), enough language,
sufficient vocabulary (B1), sufficient range of language (B2), a broad range
of language (C1), and idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms (C2). On the
contrary, syntactical-related descriptors are very limited: complex sentence
forms (B2), select a formulation to express him/herself clearly in an
appropriate style (C1), and differing linguistic forms (C2). These facts
suggest that the CEFR requires more complex syntactical styles over upper
intermediate speakers alone. Nonetheless, as described later, more complex
syntactical expressions also demonstrate relationships with the CEFR
scores for even lower level speakers. The CEFR descriptors of Range include
some expressions that involve rather fluency, for example, search for words
(A2+) and hesitation and circumlocutions (B1). These descriptors may
destruct some raters when assessing Range.
In terms of the lexical indices, the number of types and tokens showed
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very strong correlation coefficients with the CEFR measures (.802 for types
and .721 for tokens). This is supported by the fact that the average number
of tokens doubled as the speakers proceed from junior high school to
university; on the other hand, the number of types nearly tripled.
As for indices showing the relationship between tokens and types,
there were numerous researches not only about TTR but also about other
transformed TTRs such as Guiraud Index and D (see 5.4.1). Although
researches that look for better indices criticizes how much TTRs are affected
by sample sizes, many other researches employ TTRs without even making
a reference to such a deficit. Considering the result of this study that TTR
could not show any relationship with the participants’ proficiency, it may be
dangerous to conclude anything when employing solely TTR. Researchers
tend to criticize other indices when employing only one of them and vice
versa. As a result, the argumentation becomes a circular debate. Guiraud
Index, at least in this study, worked as a better index than TTR. It is worth
calculating D when there is enough number of tokens in each speaker’s
discourse in the future.
With regard to the number of formulaic sequences, they demonstrated
a stronger correlation with the CEFR measures. In fact, there were much
more formulaic sequences in more proficient students’ conversation than in
less proficient speakers. However, it was an amazing fact that the
occurrence rate of native speakers” formulaic sequences was considerably
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different from those of the participants, that is, “how about” and “me too”
were used in the participants’ interaction over 300 times more than that of
the native speakers. Such versatile words may be convenient for students
but English teachers should teach other alternative expressions. While
undertaking a search in the BNC Baby for formulaic sentences which are
commonly found in junior high school textbooks, it was often the case that
there were no search results. There may be the necessity of corpus-based,
up-to-date textbooks for learners in Japan.
5. 10 Summary
In chapter 5, an item analysis was conducted with respect to the first
subcategory, Range. First, the interrelation of the three subcategories,
range/complexity, accuracy, and fluency, was explained. After referring to
the methodological issues and their previous researches, the measures
taken from the current study were introduced concerning the lexical and
syntactical indices.
The results of the analysis confirmed that some lexical indices
demonstrated strong correlation coefficients with the CEFR measures: the
number of types, .802; the number of tokens, .721. Although TTR did not
show any relation, Guiraud Index was evidenced to be a good index. As for
formulaic sequences, the more proficient participants utilized more number
of group of words or collocations; however, the occurrence ratio of some
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formulaic sequences was significantly different between the native speakers
and the participants. The analysis of syntactical indices demonstrated
weaker relationships with the CEFR measures but the number of tokens
per clausal-unit and the number of clauses per C-unit showed a correlation
coefficient at 0.792 and 0.582 respectively.
The next chapter introduces the second subcategory, concerning
Accuracy, in which an error analysis is mainly carried out.
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Chapter 6
CEFR (II) ACCURACY
6. 1 Introduction
This chapter describes the definition and past studies on the second
subcategory, Accuracy. For the studies concerning the relationships between
complexity/range, fluency, and accuracy, see section 5.2. Later in this
chapter, data analysis on Accuracy, or error analysis, is carried out.
6. 2 Definition of Accuracy
According to Skehan and Foster (1999), accuracy is “the ability to avoid
error in performance, possibly reflecting higher levels of control in the
language, as well as a conservative orientation, that is, avoidance of
challenging structures that might provoke error” (p. 96). Accordingly, novice
learners’ language contains a number of errors. Even returnees who can
speak fluently with native-like pronunciations often make such errors.
Second language learners, whose primary concern is accuracy, tend to have
control over their internal elements and show a conservative attitude
toward their language (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005).
As described in section 5.2 related to the CEFR Range, accuracy has
trade-off effects with complexity and fluency. Relating to the acquisition
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order of these three aspects of performance, Swain and Lapkin (2001)
reported that students in an immersion program acquired fluency first. By
contrast, linguistic complexity kept on developing in order to meet their
academic goals with a cognitive load, while accuracy remained to be the last
objective to attain. Such cognitive load has been evidenced to exert an
impact on learners’ performance, but interestingly were not always negative
(Wigglesworth, 2001). According to Robinson, Ting, and Urwin (1995), the
learners under a cognitive task demonstrated a better understanding in
language in terms of its article and lexical density. Wigglesworth (1997) also
found that when intermediate level students underwent a cognitively
demanding test, they showed more accuracy in their language.
6. 3 Previous Studies on Accuracy
Similar to the studies related to complexity, the purpose of measuring
accuracy has been based on comparing several types of tasks or conditions
such as length or absence/presence of planning time. Crookes (1989)
investigated the effects of this condition towards Japanese learners of
English. The results in accuracy showed an improvement in comparison
with a condition planned and with not, although the difference was not
significant. Furthermore, Ortega’s (1995) study about planning time did not
provide any effects on accuracy, either. Wigglesworth (1997) investigated
the candidates’ accuracy through target-like and non-target-like use of
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plural –s (bound morphemes), verbal accuracy, and use of definite and
indefinite articles. In terms of the usage of plural –s, accuracy did not
demonstrate significant difference across different tasks or proficiency. As
for verbal accuracy, Wigglesworth explored the usage of verbal morphology
such as subject-verb agreement, appropriate tense marking, appropriate
marking of aspectual suffixes, and presence of overt subject and/or verb in
obligatory contexts (p. 98). Wigglesworth did not refer to the results on each
item but mentioned that non-target-like forms were used more in
unplanned conditions, but the difference did not show significance. Lastly,
the use of definite and indefinite articles demonstrated some differences
across conditions and proficiency levels, but not across all the measures or
conditions. The hypothesis that the use of articles might indicate
developmental stages—the learners tend to acquire definite articles first
rather than indefinite articles—was not confirmed.
6. 4 Previous Methods of Analysis
One of the widely used measurements of accuracy is error analysis; for
example, the error-free clauses per total number of clauses have been
employed in many studies (Bygate, 1999; Foster and Skehan, 1996; Kormos
and Denes, 2004; Iwashita and McNamara, 2001; and Skehan and Foster,
1997). Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) suggest a similar type of error analysis
expressed as the number of errors per 100 words, which can also indicate
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learners’ accurate grammatical ability. On the other hand, Mehnert (1998)
employed the number of errors per word for measuring accuracy.
Some researchers assert that we should count the error-free clauses
per unit. Bygate (2001), for example, claimed to calculate the errors per
T-unit and Foster and Skehan (1996) analyzed the number of error-free
T-units. Bygate thought that the errors per AS-unit would be more sensitive
and detailed than the number of error-free AS-units. Another researcher
who preferred T-units to AS-unit was Larsen-Freeman (1978, 1983) who
analyzed the length and proportion of error-free T-units per T-units.
Robinson (2001) used the number of error-free C-units. Since more type of
units were advocated, there have been various kinds of ways to measure
accuracy but no definite measures have been demonstrated to be the best
indicator of accuracy to date.
Although error-free clauses have widely been used in accuracy
measurement, Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) raised question about using a
clause for the analysis when the data was obtained from oral interaction
which contained a number of elisions. For this reason, C-units (clausal and
non-clausal unit) were chosen as units for analysis in the study of Accuracy
as well as Range. Ellis and Barkhuzen also assert that employing the errors
per 100 words would eliminate the problem. Following their assertion,
analysis of accuracy was carried out through calculating errors per 100
words with self-corrected clauses as error-free. This measurement was
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employed by Mehnert (1998) who calculated the number of errors divided by
the total number of words uttered divided by 100.
Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) introduce other types of measurement: for
example, the number of self-corrections per total number of errors, the
percentage of target-like verbal morphology (the number of correct finite
verb phrases divided by the total number of verb phrases multiplied by 100,
used by Wigglesworth, [1997]) or the percentage of target-like use of plurals
(the number of correctly used plurals divided by the number of obligatory
occasions for plurals multiplied by 100, employed by Crookes, [1989]). Ellis
and Barkhuizen point out a danger of investigating particular features
because such an indicator “may not be representative of a learner’s overall
ability to use the L2 grammar” (p. 139) and “the learner’s L1 may make a
particular feature more or less easy” (p. 150). In other words, they point out
the necessity to investigate overall ability of the learners’ accuracy rather
than pointing out a specific characteristic.
Owada (2005) conducted a 15 minute oral discourse test to 30 English
learning Japanese by giving grammar error tag sets based on corpus
analysis. The result demonstrated that the largest number of errors was
omission (30.9%), followed by lexical choice (26.3%), tense (11.8%) and noun
number (10.4%). In the case of omission and additional errors, the article
errors were the largest and preposition in second. Checking all types of
errors may give us more information about overall characteristics on the
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participants’ accuracy.
6. 5 Present Methods of Analysis
Based on the previous studies described in section 6.4, the following
measures were taken to investigate the participants’ accuracy. Overall
errors were explored rather than analyzing particular grammatical
features.
1) Types of errors committed: following the error tag sets created by
Izumi, Uchimoto, and Isahara (2004) specifically for analyzing
spoken language by Japanese learners of English.
2) Ratio of self-corrected errors: the number of self-corrected errors
divided by the total number of errors committed.
Before analyzing, a native speaker of English checked the participants’
transcript and errors corrected. The correction was restricted to minimum
and short in order to make the learners’ utterances intelligible, not to
modify the utterances to be native-like, proficient conversation. Then all the
corrected errors were classified into 12 categories, 45 subcategories based on
the error tagset (Izumi et al., 2004). Each error type was further divided
into three features, that is, lexical choice error, omission, and addition,
partly following Owada’s (2005) classification. The twelve error types are as
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follows (The numbers in parenthesis are the number of subcategories): noun
(6), verb (11), auxiliary (1), adjective (7), adverb (4), preposition (2), article
(1), pronoun (4), conjunction (1), relative (2), interrogative (1), and others (5).
The others include Japanese-English, word coinages, lexical choice errors in
a set phrase or collocation, word order errors, and unintelligible utterances.
For the shortened version of error tag-set in Japanese, see Appendix D.
RESULTS
6. 6 Error Analysis
6. 6. 1 Overall Characteristics of Errors
The analysis of Accuracy was carried out by giving an error tag-set
consisting of 12 main error types and 45 subcategorized error types. Only
the 12 main error types will be reported in this study since each of the error
types fell into the following three conditions—lexical choice error, omission,
and addition—and the numbers were not large enough for the analysis.
Along with describing the types of errors, the number of errors per 100
words will be explained.
Table 6.1 shows the total number of errors made by all the participants
sorted into 12 main error types. Out of the total of 1,318 errors, the largest
number of errors, 365, is in the verb errors, followed by the noun errors’ 230,
the article errors’ 165, the pronoun errors’ 131, and the preposition errors’
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123. The errors in other categories are less than 100 in each category.
Table 6.1.
Total Number of Errors Made by All the Participants
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The average numbers of errors for each educational institution were
5.8 for the junior high school, 10.6 for the senior high school, and 12.9 for
the university. These values seemed to increase in line with their
educational levels; however, when calculating the number of errors per 100
words, there was not much difference among them, that is, 13.2 for the
junior high school, 15.4 for the senior high school, and 13.2 for the
university.
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Figure 6.1. Proportion of each error type
Note. The numbers in parenthesis indicates rank orders
Figure 6.1 depicts the proportion of each error type within the total
number of errors. The most common error is the verb-related errors (28%),
followed by the noun-related errors (17%), the article errors (13%), the
pronoun errors (10%), and the preposition errors (9%). This section looks
closely into these top five errors in detail.
6. 6. 2 Verb Errors
More than one-fourth of errors, that is 28%, were verb-related. For
example, these were person and number disagreement, tense and aspect
errors, finite/infinite and gerund errors, present/past participle errors,
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negative and interrogative errors, and lexical choice errors.
Lexical choice Omission Addition
JHS 2.64 1.62 0.15
SHS 2.75 1.20 0.18
U 2.01 0.99 0.33
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Figure 6.2. Number of three types of verb errors per 100 words sorted by
educational institutions
Figure 6.2 shows the number of three types of verb errors per 100
words which are sorted by the three educational institutions. In terms of the
lexical choice errors, the senior high school students make the largest
number of errors and the university students the least. Most of the verb
errors are related to the lexical choice errors. As for the verb omission, the
number of errors decreases along with the participants’ educational level.
The number of omission errors is a little more than half of those of the
lexical choice. By contrast, the number of additional errors is much fewer,
counting less than one-tenth of the lexical choice errors. Another difference
concerning the additional errors is that the higher the education level, the
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more errors are apparent. In other words, it may be more difficult for lower
level students to make additional errors. The following are examples of verb
errors which are shown in underlined italics. Arrows and the words in
parenthesises suggest correct forms.
-Lexical choice error: SHS27, Speaker R
G**** is uh boys’ school so there is[are] no girls.
-Omission error: JHS7, Speaker L
What [+is] your brother[brother’s] name?
-Additional error: U38, Speaker R
I’m [×] belong to …
Speaker 27R uses “is” in place of “are” despite the speaker uses plural
nouns after the be verb, which is a very common type of error. The second
example produced by a junior high school student omits “is” that follows
“what”, which makes the sentence verbless. In the same sentence, the
speaker also omits possessive “’s”. The additional error is made by a
university participant, Speaker 38R, who adds an unnecessary be verb
“belong” before a verb.
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6. 6. 3 Noun Errors
Lexical choice Omission Addition
JHS 0.61 1.22 0.04
SHS 0.27 2.16 0.41
U 0.72 1.66 0.21
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Figure 6.3. Number of three types of noun errors per 100 words sorted by
educational institutions
The noun errors account 17% of the entire errors made. They were
singular/plural errors, noun case errors, countable/uncountable noun errors,
lexical choice errors, and so on.
Figure 6.3 demonstrates the number of three types of noun errors per
100 words. The number of lexical choice errors are less than one-third to
one-tenth compared with the verb errors. The number of lexical choice
errors made by the senior high school students are much less than the other
two. On the contrary, the high school students make more omission and
additional errors, followed by the university students, and the junior high
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school students make the least. In the case of verb errors, the number of
lexical choice errors is the largest but the noun errors are caused mostly by
omission errors. The following are examples of noun errors.
-Lexical choice error: U44, Speaker M
For example, to be umm [+a] teacher or medical[medic].
-Omission error: SHS25, Speaker R
My hobby is reading book[books].
-Additional error: JHS9, Speaker L
I like subject [×] P.E.
In terms of the lexical choice errors, Speaker 44M uses “medical” instead of
“medic” when she has the vocabulary to say “doctor.” The second example
demonstrates the most common omission error, the lack of plural –s. As
Japanese language does not usually differentiate plural and singular forms,
such omission errors often occur. The last example adds the word “subject,”
which can be inferred that the speaker is confused with another type of
sentence, such as “my favorite subject is P. E.”
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6. 6. 4 Article Errors
Lexical choice Omission Addition
JHS 0.00 0.50 0.07
SHS 0.00 1.95 0.31
U 0.07 1.44 0.24
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Figure 6.4. Number of three types of article errors per 100 words sorted by
educational institutions
The third is the article errors which occurred 13% of the time, which is
shown in Figure 6.4. There are very few numbers of lexical choice errors in
the use of articles. Few university students use definite article instead of
indefinite article. No lexical choice errors concerning articles are found
among the junior/senior high school students. The addition of articles is also
few so that most of the errors are from omission of articles. Interestingly,
the junior high school speakers make the least number of errors whereas
the senior high school speakers make the most. It can be assumed that the
junior high school speakers tend to use simple formulaic sequences
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repetitively, which may refrain them from article errors. The senior high
school and university students do not repeat formulaic sequences so often;
instead, they try to express themselves without being afraid of making
mistakes. Regarding the fact that there is less number of errors made by the
university students, it can be hypothesized that this is a process of their
development.
With respect to articles, definite articles are said to be acquired first
and later comes the indefinite articles. An analysis was conducted to find
out some characteristics of definite and indefinite articles.
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Figure 6.5. Number of three types of article errors per 100 words sorted by
definite and indefinite articles and by educational institutions
Figure 6.5 depicts the number and proportion of the three types of
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article errors per 100 words. As for the omission of indefinite articles, both
the senior high school and the university students omit about one article per
100 words, and the numbers are three times as many as those of the junior
high school students. The senior high school students omit definite articles
the most, more than two times as many compared with the university
students and four times as many than the junior high school students, and
these are one of the reasons that the senior high school students
demonstrate the largest number of article errors. The addition of indefinite
articles is few and no examples are observed among the senior high school
students. Although the addition of definite articles is few as a whole, the
senior high school students count the most. In summary, the article errors
are predominantly omissions in indefinite articles more than that of definite
articles. According to Biber et al., the ratio of indefinite articles to definite
articles in native speakers’ conversation is approximately 13 versus 17.
Meanwhile, the ratio of the indefinite article errors to the definite article
errors of all the participants is approximately 13 versus 10. In this study,
the participants likely to have used or made errors in the usage of the
indefinite articles more than the definite articles. The following are typical
article error examples.
-Lexical choice error: U34, Speaker R
English is one of a[the] communication tool[tools] for me.
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-Omission error: JHS9, Speaker L
She is [×] (look like) looks like [a] comedian.
-Additional error: SHS16, Speaker R
I like playing the [×] video game[games]
The first example is one of the rare, lexical errors, and it uses an indefinite
article “a,” in place of a definite article. The second example demonstrates
the most commonly observed error, an indefinite omission error. For the
reason that Japanese language does not distinguish countable/uncountable
nouns, it seems difficult for learners to draw attention on the articles. The
last example shows an addition of a definite article which is seen less often
than an addition of an indefinite article.
6. 6. 5 Pronoun Errors
Throughout the entire errors made, pronoun errors occur
approximately one-tenth of the time. Common errors are numbers and sex
disagreements, case errors, and lexical choice errors.
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Lexical choice Omission Addition
JHS 0.75 1.66 0.18
SHS 0.23 0.67 0.21
U 0.23 0.52 0.23
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8
Number of Pronoun Errors
Figure 6.6. Number of three types of pronoun errors per 100 words sorted by
educational institutions
Figure 6.6 shows the number of three types of pronoun errors per 100
words. In terms of the pronoun addition, there are few errors made across
the three educational institutions. By contrast, the junior high school
students make errors on lexical choice and omission. It can be inferred that
the junior high school speakers have not yet acquired the usage of pronouns
and it is difficult for them to use different types of morphemes according to
context, which subsequently leads to errors. They often omit pronouns
before nouns. The following are the examples.
-Lexical choice error: JHS9, Speaker L
How (how) about [is] you[your] school life?
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-Omission error: JHS7, Speaker R
I (I) like [my] father.
-Additional error: U34, Speaker M
What’s your[×] English for you?
Both the lexical choice and omission errors are often seen in the junior high
school students’ interactions. In the first excerpt, Speaker 9L uses “you”
where he should use “your” (school life). Another type of lexical choice errors
is a gender-related error. Some students use “he” for “she,” indicating a
female instead of a male. The second example is a pronoun omission error
which can be found widely across all the speakers. Speaker 7R omits a
possessive pronoun “my” before “father.” This may be because Japanese
language rarely specifies whose father he is when describing your own
father. The last example is a pronoun additional error in that the speaker
adds “your” before “English.” This phenomenon can be hypothesized that
the more proficient speakers overgeneralize the usage of possessive
pronouns.
6. 6. 6 Preposition Errors
Lastly, preposition errors that occur nearly one-tenth of all the errors
will be introduced.
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Figure 6.7 demonstrates the number of three types of preposition
errors per 100 words. The characteristic in the preposition error is that the
number of omission increases in reverse proportion to the speakers’
educational level. It is difficult to infer what causes this phenomenon.
Presumably, more proficient speakers may try to express themselves while
taking some risks.
Lexical choice Omission Addition
JHS 0.10 0.20 0.22
SHS 0.37 0.83 0.11
U 0.29 1.11 0.17
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1.2
Number of Preposition Errors
Figure 6.7. Number of three types of preposition errors per 100 words sorted
by educational institutions
As for the junior high school speakers, the additional errors are seen
the most, followed by the omission, and the lexical choice errors the least.
By contrast, the senior high school and university speakers tend to omit
prepositions followed by the lexical choice errors. Considering that the
168
junior high school students are inclined to use fixed, simple sentences, the
characteristics of the senior high school and university students may be
more predictable. The total number of preposition errors per 100 words is
0.52 for junior high school, 1.31 for senior high school, and 1.57 for
university participants; therefore the more proficient the speakers are, the
more errors they make.
-Lexical choice error: SHS17, Speaker L
[My] mother [is×] work[works] to[at] [the×] bank.
-Omission error: JHS8, Speaker R
I go to bed (mm) [at] eleven.
-Additional error: U39, Speaker L
I want to go to[×] abroad too.
In the example of a lexical choice error, the speaker uses “to” for “at.” This
type of error is challenging in terms of teaching. The second example is the
most commonly observed error, omission. Speaker 8R omits “at” before
describing time to go to bed. The last example is an additional error in
which the speaker adds “to” before abroad. This may be caused by
overgeneralization, such as “go to.”
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6. 6. 7 Correlation Between Errors and CEFR Measures
Table 6.2.
Correlation Coefficient (Kendall’s tau) Between Types of Errors and CEFR
Measures for Accuracy
Verb Noun Article Pronoun Preposition Total error CEFR
Verb 1 .117 -.027 -.284** .153* .541** -.070
Noun 1 -.106 -.180** .130* .378** -.147*
Article 1 -.107 .166* .192** -.235**
Pronoun 1 .111 .386** -.116
Preposition 1 .285** -.216**
Total error 1 -.008
CEFR 1
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01
To explore whether or not there are any relationships between the
error types and the CEFR measures, a rank order correlation coefficient was
calculated. Table 6.2 shows the correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau)
between the top five errors—verb, noun, article, pronoun, preposition—, the
total number of errors, and the CEFR measures for Accuracy. The highest
correlation stays .235 p < .01 in the article errors so the result indicates that
there are no high correlation coefficients observed. Considering the feature
of error analysis, the correlation coefficients need to show negative values,
that is, the more errors the participants make, the less CEFR measures
they get. It seems difficult to estimate the CEFR measures by means of
error analysis. More accuracy-focused analysis should be conducted. The
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analyzed data is in Appendix G.
6. 7 Self-Corrections
The number of self-corrections per total number of errors is presented
in this section. First, the number of self-corrections was counted and the
total number of errors was calculated by the total of all errors obtained
earlier in section 6.6. Then, the number of self-corrections was divided by
the total number of errors.
The result demonstrated that the senior high school students corrected
15.5 % of the errors they made, which showed the largest percentage. The
university speakers self-corrected about 12.1 %, while the junior high school
students could self-correct the least among the three educational
institutions, which was only 8.5%. It can be inferred that the phenomenon
stems from the following reasons. The junior high school speakers have not
acquired enough grammatical knowledge to correct errors or the knowledge
to notice of their errors. The senior high school speakers tend to focus the
most on grammar because their future entrance examination for
universities weighs heavily on grammar, while the university speakers have
already been released from entrance examination-based grammar. The
correlation coefficient between the self-correction values and the CEFR
measures was .209 at p < .01, a significant but not a strong result.
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6. 8 Discussion
There were no items that showed a strong correlation with the CEFR
measures. Although each type of errors demonstrated some features, not
very many of them showed the participants’ developments. Some of such few
examples were the omission of verbs and pronouns. The junior high school
students omit verbs and pronouns the most, followed by the senior high
school students and then the university students; that is, the more
proficient the students became, the less omission of verbs and pronouns
occurred. To be more specific, the junior high school students’ pronoun
omissions were more than three times, a higher number than those of the
other two groups. This implies that the novice learners have difficulties in
the practical use of pronouns. It is inevitable to encourage them use
pronouns in everyday class until they become used to them.
Observing the three types of errors as a whole, omission errors were
likely to occur the most, which subdivides into the four types of errors–noun,
article, pronoun, and preposition; meanwhile, only the verb errors were seen
as lexical errors the most. Interestingly, the additional errors were made by
more proficient speakers, except the preposition errors. Additional errors
seem to be more difficult as they may occur by overgeneralization which
requires speakers to have a basic knowledge about grammar and rules.
The CEFR descriptors of Accuracy refer to syntactical complexity at a
slightly lower level, between A1 to B1, while the upper level descriptors,
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between B2 to C2, solely concern Accuracy, seemingly inconsistent and
confusing for the raters. For example, C1 only describes about Accuracy,
that it maintains a high degree of grammatical accuracy; errors are rare,
difficult to spot and generally corrected when they do occur.” A2 , for
example, is described that it “Uses some simple structures correctly…”.
According to the descriptors, the analysis of Accuracy should have included
syntactical complexity or range in order to avoid causing
under-representation of the construct. Such inconsistency may destruct the
perceptions of the raters and researchers, and there may be other items
relating to Accuracy showing stronger relationships with the CEFR
measures. Analyzing with other items may lead to findings on more
represented characteristics of Accuracy.
6. 9 Summary
Chapter 6 explored some of the characteristics relating to Accuracy of
the participants’ language. After reviewing some literatures concerning
Accuracy, an examination was conducted mainly by means of error analysis.
Among the 12 main error types, the following were the top five errors: verb,
noun, article, pronoun, and preposition errors. The five types of errors were
further explored by dividing them each into lexical choice errors, omission
errors, and additional errors. A rank order correlation demonstrated that
there was no strong relationship between neither the number of errors and
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the CEFR measures, nor between the number of self-corrections per total
number of errors.
The next chapter examines the participants’ speaking characteristics
through the analysis of Fluency.
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Chapter 7
CEFR (III) FLUENCY
7. 1 Introduction
This chapter first introduces the definition of fluency and previous
studies related to fluency. For the studies concerning trade-off effects
between fluency and accuracy/complexity(range), see 5.2.2. Various methods
to measure fluency are discussed in advance to analysis of the participants’
spoken data in terms of temporal and hesitation phenomena.
7. 2 Definition of Fluency
Fluency has been recognized as a major factor in judging non-native
speakers’ proficiency (Riggenbach, 1991; Schmidt, 2000). In a second-
language classroom, accuracy has also been regarded as an important oral
ability. Brumfit (1984) states that these two basic abilities, fluency and
accuracy, develop separately. They are often said to have trade-off effects as
described in section 5.2.2. In Japan, accuracy has long been considered more
important; likewise, until recently, English curricula underestimated the
importance of fluency. However, fluency has been gaining importance in
Japan’s English education field in line with the globalization.
What is fluency? Schmidt (2000) and Chambers (1997) assert the
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ambiguity of the term and the difficulty of specifying linguistic definitions of
fluency. Many researchers have attempted to define fluency, and diverse
definitions do exist; nonetheless, in the words of Koponen and Riggenbach
(2000), “[T]here can ultimately be no single all-purpose definition of
fluency.” In the realm of second language fluency, Pawley and Syder (1983)
were among the first to define fluency as the acquisition of a native
speaker’s ability to produce fluent stretches of discourse. Lennon (1990,
2000) gives a broader definition of fluency as equivalent to global oral
proficiency. Sajavaara (1987) also proposes a broad notion of fluency from a
sociolinguistic perspective as “the communicative acceptability of the speech
act, or ‘communicative fit’” (p. 62).
Fillmore (1979) restricts the concept of fluency to oral production. He
also recognizes the difficulty in giving a single definition and, instead,
identifies four types of fluency. The first is the ability to fill time with talk
easily and with few pauses. The second type of fluency is the ability to talk
coherently, without hesitations, in a semantically and syntactically dense
manner. The third is the ability to decide what to say in a socially and
contextually correct way; this concept is associated with that of Sajavaara
(1987). The fourth type is the ability to speak imaginatively and creatively.
While Fillmore’s four types of fluency are comprehensive and cover a good
deal of ground, they blur the boundary between fluency and global oral
proficiency (Kormos & Denes, 2004). Koponen and Riggenbach (2000) have
176
classified definitions of fluency according to which aspect of fluency is being
considered, e.g., connected speech, automaticity, sociolinguistic or pragmatic
appropriateness of language use, or coherence.
As mentioned above, fluency has a wide range of definitions. This
study restricts the analysis of fluency to a narrow sense for the purposes of
assessment, analyzing participants’ speaking ability in terms of the five
criteria of the CEFR, namely, Fluency, Range, Accuracy, Interaction, and
Coherence. From this perspective, the definition of fluency need not include
broader notions such as global proficiency, coherence, or sociolinguistic
perspectives.
Some definitions of fluency, relating to temporal and hesitation
phenomena, are explained below. According to Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005),
fluency is defined as follows:
[T]he production of language in real time without undue pausing or
hesitation. Fluency occurs when learners prioritise meaning over form
in order to get a task done. It is achieved through the use of processing
strategies that enable learners to avoid or solve problems quickly.
(p. 139)
Koponen and Riggenbach (2000) assert that fluency in language
assessment is comparable to “continuity”, “smoothness”, or “evenness” of
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speech, without extreme breaks or hesitations (p. 8). Such temporal aspects
have been mentioned by other researchers, as well. For example, Towell,
Hawkins, and Bazergui (1996) regard uninterrupted “runs” as indicators of
fluency. The CEFR oral assessment criteria grid also includes temporal
variables related to the speed of speech, including pauses, and hesitation
phenomena related to dysfluency, such as false starts, reformulation,
hesitation, and repair. This study explores participants’ fluency based
mainly on temporal and hesitation variables.
7. 3 Previous Studies on Fluency
Various measures have been taken to investigate fluency of L2 speech.
Some studies compared the speech of fluent and non-fluent participants
cross-sectionally, and some explored the same participants’ development of
fluency longitudinally. Among others, Fulcher (1996b) created rating
descriptors based on temporal variables. With regard to hesitation
phenomena, Fulcher analyzed native speakers’ speech and found that
hesitations and reformulations were abundant unless the speech was
planned. Skehan (1998) refers to temporal variables as “breakdown fluency”
and hesitation phenomena as “repair fluency.”
Communication strategies are also useful resources for the
development of fluency. As specified by Tarone (1981), communication
strategies are used “to compensate for some deficiency in the linguistic
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system, and focus on exploring alternate ways of using what one does know
for the transmission of a message” (p. 287). Tarone (1980) differentiates
production strategies from communication strategies, which consist of “an
attempt to use one’s linguistic system efficiently and clearly, with a
minimum of effort” (p. 419). Production strategies are divided into two
parts: facilitation and compensation, both of which smooth the way for
speakers to process demands. Facilitation includes a simplified structure,
ellipses, formulaic expressions, fillers, and hesitation devices, and
compensation includes repairs, false starts, repetition, and rephrasing.
Various researchers have reported that silent pauses, the mean length
of runs, speech rate, and phonation-time ratio are good predictors of fluency,
whereas filled and unfilled pauses and hesitation phenomena such as
repairs, repetitions, and restarts are not (e.g., Ejzenberg, 2000; Riggenbach,
1991; Towel et al., 1996; Lennon, 1990; Freed, 2000). The results of studies
are explained in more detail below.
The principal temporal variable, speech rate, is normally measured by
the number of syllables produced per minute or per second. Speech rate has
been reported to be one of the best predictors of fluency, distinguishing
non-native speakers from native speakers (Wiese, 1984). Speech rate can be
improved significantly when an L2 learner lives in a target-language
community (Towell, 1987; Towell et al., 1996). The second temporal variable,
mean length of runs, tells us how long, on average, a speaker can speak
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without pausing. Length of run may be influenced by the extent to which L2
speakers can access “ready-made chunks of language” (Ellis & Barkhuizen,
2005, p. 156) or automaticity. The mean length of runs is normally based on
the average number of syllables articulated between pre-determined pauses.
The lower limit of pause length, the cut-off point, has been a controversial
issue among scholars. As shown in Table 7.1, different researchers use
different cut-off points, ranging from 0.1 seconds to 0.3 seconds; in other
words, there is no consensus as to what constitutes a silent pause.
Table 7.1.
Various Cut-off Point Values
Cut-off point
(sec.)
Researcher Year Description
0.10 Cook 1980 less than 1/10 sec. not counted as pauses
0.18 Laver 1994 voiceless stop segment can last for up to 0.18 sec.
0.24 Deschamps 1980 silence under 2.4 sec. is not counted as a pause
0.25 Grosjean &
Deschamps
1972
73,75
Tout silence de plus de 0.25 sec. (All silences longer
than 0.25 sec.)
0.25 Good &
Butterworth
1980 0.25 sec of cut-off point is common
0.25 Kormos &
Denes
2004 0.25 sec. is the most reliable cut-off point, referring to
Towell et al. (1996)
0.27 Klatt 1980 lack of verbalization of 0.27 sec. or longer is a pause
0.27 – Osada 2003 to avoid confusing silent pauses with transition, pauses
should be inserted to promote listeners’ comprehension
0.28 Towell et al 1996 purely practical (0.25 sec. was preferable)
0.30 Deese 1980 to make the distinction
0.1 – 0.3 Griffiths 1991 for hesitation and unfilled pauses
– 0.2 Micropause
0.3 – 0.4 Riggenbach 1991 Hesitation
0.5 – 3.0 unfilled pause
3.0 – eliminate from calculations all unfilled pauses
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Cook (1980) and Laver (1994) employ the shortest pause time: the
former counts pauses of 0.1 seconds, and the latter states that 0.18 seconds
is “the closure phase of a voiceless stop segment” (p. 536). Most of the
researchers use a cut-off point of 0.2 seconds or longer. For example,
Deschamps (1980) uses a cut-off point of 0.24 seconds, and Grosjean and
Deschamps (1972, 1973, 1975), Good and Butterworth (1980), and Kormos
and Denes (2004) employ a cut-off point of 0.25 seconds. Although Towell et
al. (1996) use a cut-off point of 0.28 seconds, this is for purely practical
reasons (the length must be in multiples of 0.04 seconds for printing
purposes), and they actually prefer to use 0.25 seconds for this kind of
speech analysis. Some researchers utilize longer pauses: Klatt (1980) and
Osada (2003) assert that 0.27 seconds is more suitable, considering the
transition between two stop consonants. Deese (1980) use the longest pause
time, 0.30 seconds, while Griffiths (1991) allows 0.1 to 0.3 seconds for
unfilled hesitation pauses. Riggenbach (1991) distinguishes different types
of pause: a silence of 0.2 seconds or less is a micropause; a silence of 0.3 to
0.4 seconds is a hesitation; a silence of 0.5 seconds or greater is an unfilled
pause. Riggenbach eliminates all unfilled pauses of more than three seconds
from her speech analysis. As Towell et al. (1996) argue, if this cut-off point is
too low, the pause may include plosive phase or voiceless stop phase. On the
other hand, if it is too high, some hesitation time may be excluded from the
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analysis.
In terms of pause-related studies, pause length in L2 speech has been
demonstrated to be longer than that of L1, and it can be a key marker of
fluency (Lennon, 1984; Mohle, 1984). Pause length in L2 speech is shorter if
L2 learners have spent more time in a target-language community (Freed,
1995; Riggenbach, 1991). With regard to the number of pauses, some studies
concluded that the number of silent and filled pauses determines speakers’
fluency (Lennon, 1990; Riggenbach, 1991; Freed, 1995, 2000), while van
Gelderen’s (1994) study did not find a relationship between the frequency of
silent and filled pauses and fluency in Dutch students ages 11 and 12.
Fluent speakers, who spend less time pausing, usually pause at clause
boundaries or grammatical junctures between nonessential parts of a clause,
while non-fluent speakers often pause within clauses (Freed, 1995, 2000;
Riggenbach, 1991; Towell et al., 1996; Segalowitz & Freed, 2004).
Chambers (1997) outlines features of temporal variables as follows:
Speech rate alone cannot be what contributes to the feeling that, as a
listener, we are interacting with a foreigner. What appears significant
from research in this area is:
(1) the frequency of pauses rather than the length,
(2) the length of run (the number of syllables between pauses),
(3) the placement of pauses in an utterance,
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(4) the transfer (or not) of pausing pattern from L1 to L2.
(p. 541)
With respect to hesitation phenomena such as repetitions, false starts,
and repairs, research findings have not reached a conclusion. For example,
Riggenbach (1991) and Sacks and Schegloff (1979) state that in native
speakers’ speech samples, a great deal of hesitation and repairs also occurs.
Circumlocution and paraphrase, which are in the Fluency grid of the
CEFR, can be classified as communication strategies, in addition to
temporal and hesitation phenomena. Canale and Swain (1980a, 1980b)
assert that these strategies are utilized to compensate for breakdowns in
communication; that is, learners apply circumlocution and paraphrase
when they do not know an exact word or expression. It has been reported
that the utilization of communication strategies decreases as learners’
proficiency increases (Yoshida-Morise, 1998). Chen’s (1990) study tells us
that linguistic-based communication strategies (e.g., circumlocution) used
by high-proficiency L2 speakers were more effective than the
knowledge-based strategies (e.g., repetition) produced by low-proficiency
speakers. Conversely, this may mean that lower-level speakers can use
knowledge-based strategies but not linguistic-based strategies. If a speaker
is capable of utilizing circumlocution or paraphrase to describe something
concrete or abstract, the listener may feel that the speaker has a certain
level of speaking ability. Littlemore (2003) carried out a study in which
183
French learners of English were told to describe 15 items in English, and
English-speaking raters judged circumlocution strategies to be the most
effective.
7. 4 Previous Methods of Analysis
In order to investigate learners’ spoken (dys)fluency, researchers have
analyzed diverse variables. For example, Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth
(2000), undertaking an analysis of L2 speakers’ language, analyzed
dysfluency in terms of false starts, repetition, self-correction, topicalization,
and interruption and scaffolding. Kormos and Denes (2004) basically
focused on temporal variables and some phonetic phenomena: speech rate,
articulation rate, phonation-time ratio, mean length of runs, number of
silent pauses per minute, mean length of pauses, number of filled pauses
per minute, number of dysfluencies per minutes, total number of words,
pace (stressed words), and space (proportion of stressed words to the total
number of words). Wiese (1984) divided indices of fluency into two major
categories: hesitation phenomena such as filled pauses, repetitions, and
corrections and temporal variables such as speech rate, articulation rate,
pause length, and length of run. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) listed four
temporal variables, based on Wiese (1984): speech rate, number of pauses,
pause length, and length of run; and four hesitation phenomena, based on
Skehan and Foster (1999): false starts, repetitions, reformulations, and
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replacements. A study conducted by Koizumi and Katagiri (2009) analyzed
the fluency of Japanese high school students’ picture descriptions, based on
the number of tokens per minute, number of pauses per 100 tokens, and
number of dysfluency markers per 100 tokens. Iwashita, McNamara, and
Elder (2001) examined the number of repetitions, false starts,
reformulations, and hesitations and pauses, dividing them by the total
amount of speech in order to determine fluency. Riggenbach (1991) analyzed
non-native speakers quantitatively and qualitatively by means of
conversation analysis. She distinguishes between different kinds of pauses
(see Table 7.1). She defines a silence of 0.2 seconds or less as a micropause
and a silence of 0.3 to 0.4 seconds as a hesitation. She asserts that
micropauses and hesitations can also be observed among native speakers. A
silence of 0.5 seconds or greater is categorized as an unfilled pause, while a
filled pause is defined as a voiced filler which does not contribute additional
lexical information. She also makes distinctions between fluent-sounding
and dysfluent-sounding micropauses and hesitations. The former usually
occurs at clause boundaries, whereas the latter often occurs at mid-clause or
mid-phrase, resulting in a choppy-sounding speech.
7. 5 Present Methods of Analysis
As has been mentioned, one of the purposes of this chapter is to
compare the raters’ ratings and quantifiable fluency-related variables; in
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other words, it compares subjective assessment and objective analysis.
Regarding the literature and the conditions of the current study, namely,
the employment of the group oral format and the CEFR criteria, the author
mainly drew on the analysis of Towell et al. (1996), Kormos and Denes
(2004), and Wiese (1984) for the temporal variables and the analysis of
Skehan and Foster (1999) and Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) for the
hesitation phenomena. The discrete item for analysis was selected based on
whether or not multiple studies have investigated on them, and some
differences were found between fluent and non-fluent speakers. Since
fluency is often regarded as a major key for learners’ proficiency, a variety of
items that may exhibit speakers’ fluency were explored.
Contrary to the work of Kormos and Denes and Wiese, this study
classified pauses as temporal variables: Pause length is categorized as a
temporal variable in the studies of Lennon (1990) and Ellis and Barkhuizen
(2005), while Wiese (1984) and Riggenbach (1991) classify the number of
pauses as a hesitation variable. In this study, pause-related items are
classified as a temporal phenomenon rather than a hesitation phenomenon,
based on Skehan’s (1998) consideration of temporal variables as breakdown
fluency and hesitation phenomena as repair fluency.
Many studies have reported that fluent speakers pause at grammatical
junctures while non-fluent speakers do so within a phrase or clause
(Cambers, 1997; Freed, 1995, 2000; Riggenbach, 1991; Towell et al., 1996;
186
Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). Based on these studies, four locations of pauses
were explored. Some characteristics of pauses were elicited qualitatively. In
addition, the frequency of circumlocutions and paraphrases, which are on
the CEFR criteria grid alongside the temporal and hesitation variables, was
counted. The speaking time excluded pauses between turns because the
group oral format made it difficult to attribute the pauses between turns to
a particular speaker. Some researchers employed computer software such as
Praat to spot and measure silent pauses. Nonetheless, the software could
not detect silent pauses correctly because of the difference of pitch between
three speakers. In addition, there were abundant overlaps and latches
between multiple speakers, which made it unable for the software to
measure pauses automatically by the aid of machines. The next four
subsections explain the analyzed items.
7. 5. 1 Temporal Phenomena
Speech rate
Speech rate refers to the number of syllables produced per minute. The
total number of pruned syllables (excluding dysfluencies) produced by a
speaker in a five-minute interaction was divided by the total speech time,
including pause time. Since the obtained figure was expressed in seconds, it
was multiplied by 60 to express the rate in syllables per minute.
“Dysfluencies” here means false starts, repetitions, filled pauses, and
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partial words. Partial words “contain not just an initial consonant but also a
vowel and thus are recognizable as words” (Riggenbach, 1991, p. 428).
Articulation rate
Articulation rate refers to the mean of syllables produced per minute.
The total number of syllables (including dysfluencies) produced by a
speaker in a five-minute interaction was divided by the total speech time,
excluding pause time. Since the obtained figure was expressed in seconds, it
was multiplied by 60 to express the rate in syllables per minute.
Mean length of runs
Mean length of runs refers to the mean of syllables produced between
two pauses that last 0.25 seconds or more. As explained in Section 7.3, there
has been a lot of debate about the cut-off point, and no standard has been
established. This study chose 0.25 seconds because many studies related to
the quantification of fluency phenomena have employed this length (see
section 7.3 for the discussion).
Number of silent pauses
The number of silent pauses over 0.25 seconds in length was counted.
Because each speaker produced different lengths of speech, the total
number of silent pauses produced in a five-minute interaction was divided
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by the total speech time, expressed in seconds. The resulting figure was
multiplied by 60.
Number of filled pauses
The filled pauses such as “mm”, “uh…”, and “eh:” were counted.
Because each speaker produced different lengths of speech, the total
number of filled pauses produced in a five-minute interaction was divided
by the total speech time, expressed in seconds. The resulting figure was
multiplied by 60.
Mean length of pauses
Mean length of pauses was determined by dividing the total length of
silent pauses over 0.25 seconds by the total number of silent pauses over
0.25 seconds. Mean length of pauses gives us information about silence in
an interaction.
The following items were also calculated because they were
counted/measured while obtaining the data above. The number of syllables
per minute and the number of words per minute could also be indicators of
quantity of talk. Dysfluency includes filled pauses and hesitations
(repetitions, false starts, reformulations, and replacements).
Total speaking time including pause time
189
Total number of syllables including dysfluency
Total number of syllables excluding dysfluency
Total number of words
7. 5. 2 Characteristics and Locations of Pauses
Characteristics of pauses
Characteristics of pauses were explored including the length of
silent/filled pauses and the use of fillers and hesitations.
Location of pauses
The length and the number of four types of pauses were explored:
1) a pause at a clause boundary;
2) a pause at a phrase boundary;
3) a pause with dysfluent utterances (e.g., a pause before/after a
hesitation phenomenon); and
4) a pause located at an unexpected place within a phrase. Length and
number were divided by the total amount of time, expressed in
seconds, and multiplied by 60.
7. 5. 3 Hesitation Phenomena
Repetitions
Repetitions referred to the immediate repetition of words, phrases, or
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clauses without modification, divided by the total amount of time, expressed
in seconds, and multiplied by 60.
False starts
False starts were utterances or sentences that were abandoned before
completion, divided by the total amount of time, expressed in seconds, and
multiplied by 60.
Reformulations
Reformulations were phrases or clauses that were repeated with some
modification, syntactically, morphologically, or by changing word order.
These were divided by the total amount of time, in seconds, and multiplied
by 60.
Replacements
Replacements were lexical items that were instantly replaced by other
lexical items, which were divided by the total time, in seconds, and
multiplied by 60. (These can occur either within the same clause, within a
subsequent clause if the repetition is otherwise verbatim, or within a
following clause if the repetition is a reformulation [Skehan and Foster,
1999, p. 107].)
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Use of first language, Japanese
The use of Japanese was regarded as a hesitation phenomenon because
less fluent speakers showed a tendency to use Japanese when they could not
find an English word or did not know what to say in English. The instances
of first language use was divided by the total time, in seconds, and
multiplied by 60.
7. 5. 4 Other Strategies Listed in CEFR Criteria for Fluency
Circumlocution
The use of many words where fewer would do, especially in a deliberate
attempt to be vague or evasive (e.g., a book that lists the words for
“dictionary”).
Paraphrase
The rewording of something spoken, approximation, and word coinage,
excluding circumlocution.
7. 5. 5 Procedure for Measuring Pauses
Pauses were measured using Audacity version 1.2.6, which shows
speech waves, with a lower cut-off point of 0.25 seconds. The author looked
at speech waves while listening to the sound. Figure 7.1 shows an example
of speech waves. Before analysis, white noise was eliminated so that pauses
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were easier to discern, as represented by the flat line in the figure. First, the
author chose waves (sound) and listened to the corresponding part of the
transcript. Second, the author examined the range where there was no
sound, indicated by the flat line. While the ruler below the top icons
indicates approximate pause length, the points at the bottom of the screen
indicate the precise pause length. In this manner, all pause time over 0.25
seconds was measured for all oral interactions of 135 participants.
Figure 7.1. Demonstration of pause measurement using Audacity
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RESULTS
7. 6 Temporal Variables
This section investigated 10 temporal variables with potential to
explain the participants’ fluency. Table 7.2 shows descriptive statistics of the
temporal variables displayed by the three educational institutions. Some
variables explained in Kormos and Denes (2004) will be used for
comparison.
Table 7.2.
Descriptive Statistics of Temporal Variables
Temporal variables
Mean S. D.
JHS SHS U JHS SHS U
Speech rate 88.97 80.53 92.07 36.35 25.72 26.07
Articulation rate 162.56 163.24 160.75 42.17 33.05 26.67
Mean length of runs 2.93 3.06 3.24 0.75 0.69 0.79
Number of silent pauses 16.39 21.28 20.28 5.95 4.96 6.04
Number of filled pauses 2.83 5.40 6.91 3.10 2.96 3.45
Mean length of pauses 1.55 1.23 0.93 0.99 0.49 0.35
Total speaking time 44.18 73.73 85.17 28.17 32.88 48.20
Total number of syllables
including dysfluency
63.96 111.84 154.71 33.53 51.31 90.91
Total number of syllables
excluding dysfluency
55.13 92.36 124.60 25.42 39.75 67.25
Total number of words 44.76 71.07 93.29 21.87 30.68 48.98
CEFR measures (Fluency) -6.55 -2.43 0.19 1.44 1.79 2.02
Note. First six variables are expressed per minute
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7. 6. 1 Speech Rate and Articulation Rate
As explained in section 7.5.1, speech rate is the mean number of
syllables produced per minute, including pause time but excluding
dysfluencies. On the other hand, articulation rate is the mean number of
syllables per minute, excluding pause time but including dysfluencies.
In terms of the speech rate, no significant difference is observed
between the educational institutions, nor is any developmental phenomenon
perceived. This result confirms the Chambers’ (1997) study in that speech
rate alone does not contribute to the feeling of fluency. This index
differentiates non-native speakers from native speakers, as Wiese (1984)
claims, but does not seem to make a distinction between the participants of
this study. The senior high school students produce the fewest syllables,
80.53, followed by the junior high school students, 88.97. The university
students produce the most: 92.07. The discrepancy between the junior high
school students and students of the other two institutions can be attributed
to the fact that the former tend to rehearse utterances in their head in the
time between turns, which is not calculated into the speech rate. The
number of syllables produced by these participants totals only about 80%
and 50% of the number produced by low-intermediate and advanced
participants of Kormos and Denes (2004), respectively.
With regard to the articulation rate, the values indicate no significant
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difference among the educational institutions. The senior high school
demonstrates the highest articulation rate and the university the lowest
(JHS: 162.56; SHS: 163.24; U: 160.75), which may be because the
articulation rate excludes pause time and includes dysfluency, such as
repetitions and false starts. In other words, the articulation rate is
calculated irrespective of content. The junior high school shows the largest
standard deviation and the university the least. Compared with the study of
Kormos and Denes (2004), in which the low-intermediate participants
produced 227.45 syllables per minute and advanced participants 241.99, the
speakers in this study produced 162.18 syllables on average, which amounts
to 71% and 67%, respectively.
7. 6. 2 Mean Length of Runs
Mean length of runs is the mean number of syllables produced between
two pauses longer than the prescribed cut-off point, 0.25 second (see Table
7.1 in section 7.3 for the cut-off point). The mean number of syllables is
around 3 (JHS: 2.93; SHS: 3.06; U: 3.24), indicating that the speakers utter
only three words between the cut-off points. When compared with the low-
intermediate participants’ mean length (3.49) in Kormos and Denes (2004),
this study shows no substantial difference; however, the figure of 6.23 for
the advanced speakers is an enormous difference. Unlike the results of
Kormos and Denes and Chambers (1997), the participants of this study are
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not distinguished by the mean length of runs. It is likely that until speakers
reach a certain stage, e.g., the advanced level, the mean length of runs is not
an indicator of fluency.
7. 6. 3 Number of Silent and Filled Pauses per Minute
After measuring each pause, silent and filled pauses over 0.25 seconds
were counted. In regard to the number of silent pauses, the senior high
school participants paused the most, followed by the university students,
while the junior high school speakers paused least. Nevertheless, no major
difference or developmental feature regarding fluency was observed (JHS:
16.39; SHS: 21.28; U: 20.28). These numbers are much smaller than those of
Kormos and Denes (2004 [low-intermediate: 31.2; advanced: 30.3]), which
may be due to different speech/articulation rates; in other words, the more
the participants speak, the more pauses they produce. Their study also
shows that the number of silent pauses does not depend on the level of
speaker. In contrast, Chambers’ (1997) claim that the quantity rather than
length of pauses contributes to fluency contradicts the result of this study.
The number of filled pauses seems to be related to the number of words
produced and the speaking time (JHS: 2.83; SHS: 5.40; U: 6.91).
Nevertheless, in the study of Kormos and Denes (2004), the more fluent the
participants, the fewer filled pauses they produced (low-intermediate:
16.30; advanced: 8.28). As discussed earlier, the junior high school speakers
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seem to compose a sentence in their mind before articulating it, while
university speakers are likely to verbalize extemporaneously, which may
have resulted in more pauses than expected. More research is necessary to
explain this phenomenon.
7. 6. 4 Mean Length of Pauses
Mean length of pauses is obtained by dividing the total length of silent
pauses over the cut-off point, 0.25 second, by the total number of silent
pauses. The junior high school speakers demonstrate the longest pauses
(1.55 seconds), followed by the senior high school speakers (1.23 seconds).
The university speakers demonstrate the shortest pauses (0.93 seconds),
equivalent to the low-intermediate participants of Kormos and Denes (0.96).
It seems that the fluency level of the most fluent speakers of this study is
similar to the lower-intermediate participants of Kormos and Denes (2004).
Considering that their advanced participants’ mean length of pauses is 0.62
seconds, mean length of pauses appears to be a good indicator of speaking
development.
7. 6. 5 Total Speaking Time Including Pause Time
The total speaking time each speaker produces in a five-minute
interaction, including pause time, averages 44.18 seconds for the junior high
school, 73.73 seconds for the senior high school, and 85.17 seconds for the
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university. This increase in length clearly shows the participants’ speaking
development. During interactions, the junior high school students speak
during only 44.2% of the time allotted, the senior high school students
73.75%, and the university students for 85.2% (44.18*3/300sec, 73.73*3/300,
85.17*3/300, respectively). This means that the junior high school
participants spend more than half of the total time in silence, while the
university students spend their time more effectively, spending only 15% in
silence. As mentioned earlier, the junior high school students rehearse what
they are going to say, which may account for much of the silence. The
university students show the largest (48.20) standard deviation. The speech
rate or the articulation rate only indicates how long participants produce
“sound”, excluding the time between turns. Kormos and Denes (2004) did
not mention the total speaking time in their study.
7. 6. 6 Total Syllables, Including/Excluding Dysfluency, and Total
Words
The total number of syllables each speaker produces, including
dysfluency, during an interaction is 63.96 for the junior high school, 111.84
for the senior high school, and 154.71 for the university. These numbers
clearly show the development of the participants’ speaking ability. These
numbers also indicate the quantity of talk. High standard deviations at the
university level (90.91) indicate that the quantity of talk varies from
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speaker to speaker.
The total number of syllables excluding dysfluency also demonstrates
significant differences among the educational institutions: 55.13 for the
junior high school, 92.36 for the senior high school, and 124.6 for the
university.
The words uttered in a five-minute interaction were also counted. In
this case, words include filled pauses and partial words which are
recognizable as words, containing not only a first consonant but also a vowel,
based on Riggenbach (1991). The numbers are 44.76 for junior high school,
71.07 for senior high school, and 93.29 for university, suggesting a
developmental phenomenon. Words per minute were also calculated but the
results did not correlate with fluency. The number of syllables per word was
as follows: JHS 1.43, SHS 1.57, and U 1.66 (including dysfluency) and JHS
1.23, SHS 1.30, and U 1.34 (excluding dysfluency). In other words, the
number of syllables per word increased along with education level. The
study of Kormos and Denes (2004) counted the total number of words
produced in two–three minutes, which does not allow for comparison with
this study.
7. 6. 7 Correlation Between Temporal Variables and CEFR
Measures
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Table 7.3.
Correlation (Spearman’s roh) Between Temporal Variables and CEFR
Measures
Note. N=135; *p < .05. **p < .01; SR stands for speech rate, AR for articulation rate, MLR for mean
length of runs, NSP for number of silent pauses, NFP for number of filled pauses, MLP for mean length
of pauses, TST for total speaking time, NSID for number of syllables including dysfluency, NSED for
number of syllables excluding dysfluency, and TNW for total number of words.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was carried out and the result showed that
three variables—articulation rate, the number of silent/filled pauses—were
normally distributed; however other seven variables were significantly
non-normal, D (135) ≦ 0.020, p < .05. Rank order statistics were carried
out and Table 7.3 shows the correlation coefficients (Spearman’s roh)
between the temporal variables and the participants’ CEFR measures. The
factors with the highest correlation with the CEFR measures are 1) the
total number of syllables either including or excluding dysfluency
(NSID: .772, NSED: .772); 2) the total number of words (TNW: .752); 3) the
total speaking time (TST: .626); 4) the number of filled pauses (NFP: .503);
SR AR MLR NSP NFP MLP TST NSID NSED TNW CEFR
SR 1 .633** .515** -.127 -.076 -.541** -.383** .002** .099** .077** .134**
AR 1** .384** .120 -.066 -.106** -.151** .087** .167** .140** .069**
MLR 1** -.149 .059 -.220** .084** .301** .363** .311** .334**
NSP 1 .299 -.358** .423** .436** .414** .412** .427**
NFP 1 -.254** .428** .495** .431** .440** .503**
MLP 1** -.018** -.305* -.314** -.317* -.410**
TST 1** .892** .846** .847** .626**
NSID 1** .983** .974** .772**
NSED 1** .986** .772**
TNW 1** .752**
CEFR 1**
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5) the number of silent pauses (NSP: .427); and 6) the mean length of pauses
(MLP: –.410). Nonetheless, in terms of the number of filled and silent
pauses denoted by 4) and 5) they are expected to show a negative correlation.
It is likely that the number of filled and silent pauses correlates with the
amount of talk, but this finding may be inconclusive. As was described
earlier, the speech rate, the articulation rate, and the mean length of runs
do not contribute to the CEFR measures.
7. 7 Characteristics and Location of Pauses
7. 7. 1 Characteristics of Pauses
The previous section described the lengths and number of pauses; this
section will explore some characteristics of pauses in detail. Excerpts 7.1 –
7.3 display parts of the discourse carried out by each of the three different
educational institutions; the pauses were measured with the aid of Audacity
software (see Figure 7.1 in section 7.5.5). Silent pause time over the
threshold, 0.25 seconds, is indicated in parenthesis, e.g., (0.43), indicating
0.43 seconds, as seen in Turn 1. Filled pauses are shown with { }, e.g., {mm,
0.52}, demonstrating a sound, “mm”, that lasts 0.52 seconds, as seen in Turn
2. Hesitation phenomena such as repetitions, false starts, reformulations,
and replacements are shown as follows: [who, 0.67], as seen in Turn 1,
indicates a repetition that lasts 0.67 seconds. The leftmost and rightmost
columns designate the starting and ending times of the utterance, e.g.,
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30’56.20, indicating 30 minutes 56.20 seconds. As the transcription
conventions shows, “.” denotes falling tone and “?” denotes rising tone, not
always indicating the end of a sentence or a question. If this were a
monologue, a pause between the sentences would be measured; however, it
was an interaction between three speakers, and it was difficult to attribute
pauses to a particular speaker between turns. For this reason, pauses
between turns were not included in the analysis.
Excerpt 7.1. (JHS7)
Starting
time
Turn Speak-
er
Utterance Ending
time
30’56.20 1 L: [who, 0.67] (0.43) who do you (0.66) like your (0.36)
family (0.40) [with, 0.35] (0.67) with me? 31’03.22
31’04.22 2 M: I like (1.33) {mm, 0.52} [mama, 0.46]. mommy
(1.53). She makes (1.41) hamburg (0.27) very good
(1.15). {hh mm- toh, 1.95} (0.39) How about you? 31’17.68
31’19.22 3 R: [I, 0.40] I (0.35) like (0.45) father. 31’21.28
31’22.12 4 L: {mm mm uh…, 0.58} (0.27) why (0.43) please say
(0.25) it again. 31’29.68
31’59.00 5 R: oh I like (1.58) very kind. 32’01.86
32’03.39 6 L: {oh: mm-toh mm ah mm, 3.62} (0.93) do you have a
pet with you? 32’10.69
32’11.28 7 M: yes I do (1.13). {mm-toh, 0.75} (1.95) my pet
(0.51) names (0.67) cocoa. 32’18.73
32’19.40 8 L: {mm, 0.76} (1.46) [what, 0.26]? (0.64) {mm-toh,
0.93} (4.84) [what kind, 0.99] (0.72) {mm-toh, 1.11}
(3.44) [pet, 0.26] (1.30) what (0.26) kind (0.28) of
(0.31) pet? 32’38.71
Note. Numbers in (parentheses) indicate pauses between two words over 0.25 seconds. Words and
numbers in {parentheses} and [parentheses] indicate the content and length of filled pauses and
hesitation phenomena, respectively.
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As Excerpt 7.1 shows, one of the junior high school groups tends to
pause within a clause: for example, for 0.36 seconds between “your” and
“family” in Turn 1. Speaker R, in Turn 3, pauses at every word: “I (0.35) like
(0.45) father.” This is what Freed (1995, 2000), Riggenbach (1991), Towell et
al. (1996), and Segalowitz and Freed (2004) have reported. On the other
hand, in Turn 6, Speaker L produces a set of utterances (“Do you have a pet
with you?”) without any pauses after a long hesitation (“oh: mm-toh mm ah
mm”) of 3.62 seconds and a subsequent 0.93-second silent pause. It is likely
that the speaker is planning what to say during the hesitation and pause. In
Turn 8, however, the same speaker, L, struggles before saying “What kind of
pet?” and generates repetitions: [what, 0.26], [what kind, 0.99], and [pet,
0.26]. This utterance also contains many filled pauses: {mm, 0.76}, {mm-toh,
0.93}, and {mm-toh, 1.11}.
Excerpt 7.2. (SHS 30)
12’16.61 1 L: do you have any brothers (0.63) or sisters? 12’19.56
12’19.82 2 M: {eh, 0.24} I have one brother. (0.24) and he go to
junior high school. (2.00) How about you. 12’26.04
12’26.74 3 R: {uh:, 0.63} my brother is {eh:, 0.21} (1.06) two. {eh,
0.19} my large brother is {eh:, 1.64} (1.58) [have,
0.50] (1.78) have been [to, 0.29] in G***** (0.51).
{uh:, 0.41} but (0.43) [he, 0.28] (0.73) he have gone
to (0.97) G***** for (0.41) four years. {uh:, 0.25}
(2.28) my (0.53) {eh, 0.51} little brother (0.67) {uh:,
0.94} is (0.71) {eh, 0.31} [ten year, 0.68] ten year
old. {uh:, 0.31} my little brother (1.02) is not same
(0.53) me (1.43). {uh, 0.33} (0.65) [how many, 2.32]
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(1.43) {eh mah, 0.75} (0.25) [how many people,
0.92] {uh, 0.31} [how many how many how many,
4.57] how many family do you… 13’22.57
13’23.23 4 L: [I0.28] {uh eh, 0.60} [I, 0.23] I have (1.03) a father
and (0.50) mother (0.66). I have no brothers and
sisters (0.85). {um, 0.34} my father is a high school
teacher (0.49). he teaches biology. {uh e:h uh, 2.05}
(2.81) [my father my father oh no no no no, 4.81]
[my mother, 0.75] (0.25) my mother (1.08) {uh,
0.26} (0.30) works for (0.83) {er, 0.45} (0.45)
elementary school (0.99). {um, 0.50} (0.98) she
works (1.01) {mm, 0.75} (0.63) about (1.66) {mm,
0.23} three (0.35) or (0.27) four days (0.28) or a
week (3.33). {um, 0.38} and my mother (1.09) have a
lot of housework (0.74) {oh, 0.17} [she, 0.54] (0.56)
{oh, 0.24} I sometimes help her (1.97). {mmm uh,
0.88} (1.36) what do you think about (0.79) your
father. 14’27.65
Excerpt 7.2 is an example of a private senior high school group. In
Turn 2, Speaker M pauses at a grammatical juncture: “I have one brother.
(0.24) and he go to junior high school [sic]. (2.00) How about you.” On the
other hand, when Speaker R produces long utterances in Turn 3, he
demonstrates many repetitions, self-corrections, and pauses: “[how many,
2.32] (1.43) {eh mah, 0.75} (0.25) [how many people, 0.92] {uh, 0.31} [how
many, how many, how many, 4.57] how many family do you… [sic]”. The
senior high school groups’ average number of silent pauses is the largest
among the three educational institutions (see Table 7.2). The private senior
high school students, as this excerpt indicates, tend to produce longer
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utterances compared with the students at other educational institutions.
They do not easily give up producing talk. They ask questions when they
yield the floor, as seen at the end of every utterance in the excerpt. They do
not interrupt their classmate’s talk even when the speaker hesitates or
pauses a lot.
Excerpt 7.3. (U42 )
20’38.53 1 M: do you have any idea of [cul-, 0.30] Japanese
culture? 20’41.60
20’42.08 2 R: Japanese culture↓ 20’43.03 
20’47.06 3 L: Japanese culture↓ 20’48.12 
20’55.67 4 M: I think that (0.38) {uh, 0.24} through [my, 0.25]
(0.52) my (1.38) bizmate (0.34) with Korean students
(1.03)? my partner knows (0.26) lot of about (0.46)
Japanese comic books (0.69) then (1.71) so (2.52)
Korean people (0.53) knows about Japanese culture
well a lot (0.81) but (0.50) Japanese (0.97) students
don't (0.28) know (0.42) much about Korean culture? 21’25.21
21’27.27 5 L: {uh::, 1.02} I agree with you. [I'm, 0.44] (0.45) when
I was a high school student? I went to (0.65) Canada
[to, 0.27] (0.59) to join the culture (0.56) exchange
program (0.38) and [there are, 0.38] {uhm, 0.27}
(0.26) there were a lot of (0.75) Korean students
(0.42) and [they know, 0.70] they knew about
Japanese culture a lot. but [I don't, 0.50] I didn't
know about Korean culture (0.55) and [they, 0.71]
(1.36) they loved to listen X Japan (0.68)? [but, 0.60]
(0.89) but you know {uhm, 0.19} (0.62) [our, 0.31]
{eh, 0.29} our generation [don't, didn't have a, 1.77]
didn't know a lot about X Japan (0.50)? {uh, 0.62} so
(0.56) they (0.53) really wanted to talk about X Japan
with Japanese students but we don't know about that
(0.43) so [we don't, 0.50] we don't know about that so
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it's interesting aren't they. 22’24.25
22’26.00 6 R: but (0.49) nowadays (0.64) we can see (0.31) the
Korean movies (0.30) and (0.48) TV program (0.30)?
so (0.30) we can learn (0.36) more {uh:, 0.69} [than,
0.41] (1.42) {um, 0.62} than (1.16) before. yeah 22’42.45
An example of a university group, Excerpt 7.3, reveals that these
speakers also pause often, but the length of each pause is shorter. Speaker
M in Turn 4 sometimes pauses at every single word: “I think that (0.38) {uh,
0.24} through [my, 0.25] (0.52) my (1.38) bizmate (0.34) with Korean
students (1.03)?” Speaker L in Turn 5 demonstrates a number of
self-corrections, specifically from present tense to past tense, as underlined
in the following example: “[there are, 0.38] {uhm, 0.27} (0.26) there were a
lot of (0.75) Korean students (0.42) and [they know, 0.70] they knew about
Japanese culture a lot. but [I don't, 0.50] I didn't know about Korean
culture”. What we learn from this excerpt is that although the length of
pauses becomes shorter as educational level increases, even the university
students’ interactions included many pauses and hesitations.
7. 7. 2 Locations of Pauses
As reported by researchers, non-fluent speakers often pause within
clauses (Freed, 1995, 2000; Riggenbach, 1991; Towell et al., 1996;
Segalowitz & Freed, 2004), and this phenomenon is reinforced in this study,
as seen in Excerpt 7.1 – 7.3. At each point of pause, four types of pauses
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were investigated in terms of length and number. The findings are
expressed as the mean length and number of pauses observed per minute.
1) Pause at a clause boundary
2) Pause at a phrase boundary
3) Pause before/after a dysfluent utterance (hesitations/filled pauses)
4) Pause within a phrase (at an unexpected place)
Table 7.4.
Mean Length of Pauses and Mean Number of Pauses per Minute per
Participant, Sorted by Place
Mean length of pauses Mean number of pauses
JHS SHS U JHS SHS U
Clause boundary 1) 3.42 4.36 2.26 1.58 2.99 2.19
Phrase boundary 2) 2.31 4.27 3.00 1.49 3.61 3.44
Around dysfluency 3) 7.49 7.64 6.13 4.33 5.40 6.14
Within a phrase 4) 9.59 8.74 6.58 8.97 9.22 8.26
Table 7.4 shows the mean length of pauses and the mean number of
pauses per minute per participant, sorted by location. Not only fluent but
also non-fluent speakers pause at a clause or phrase boundary (1 and 2),
while non-fluent speakers often pause within a phrase at an unexpected
place (4). Although the table indicates that there is no significant
relationship between the pause location and development, the mean length
of pauses within a phrase decreases as educational level increases. In terms
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of the mean number of pauses, no distinctive phenomena are observed
except for the number of pauses that occur before/after dysfluencies. This is
not always in accord with the hypothesis that the higher the level of
education, the shorter/fewer the pauses.
Figures 7.2 and 7.3 display the proportion of pauses at each of the four
locations. In both figures, the senior high school participants pause most
frequently at a clause boundary or a phrase boundary, that is, at acceptable
locations. In terms of the number of pauses per minute, the junior high
school participants demonstrate the lowest proportion of pauses at
acceptable locations. In other words, junior high school students pause at
unexpected locations (within phrases) the most, followed by the senior high
school and then the university students. This is the only phenomenon that
varies according to educational level. Although various approaches were
taken to elicit characteristics about the location of pauses, no other features
were found.
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Total length of pauses per minute
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PhB
Dysf
Within Ph
Figure 7.2. Proportion of four pause locations displayed by the length of
pauses per minute
Note. ClB = clause boundary; PhB = phrase boundary; Dysf = before/after dysfluent utterance; Within
Ph = within a phrase
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Totalnumber of pauses per minute
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PhB
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Within Ph
Figure 7.3. Proportion of four pause places displayed by the number of
pauses per minute
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7. 7. 3 Correlation Between Location of Pauses and CEFR Measures
Table 7.5.
Correlation Coefficient (Spearman’s roh) Between Place of Pauses and
CEFR Measures
Note. N=135; *p < .05. **p < .01
There were not many developmental features found amongst the
educational institutions, but correlation coefficient towards the CEFR
measures for Fluency showed some characteristics. Table 7.5 displays
correlation coefficient (Spearman’s roh) between the place of pauses and the
CEFR measures. As can be seen, the correlation basically shows low values.
Among the eight variables, the number of pauses at a phrase boundary
shows the highest correlation, .525, p < .01. The second highest also relates
to a phrase boundary in terms of the length of pauses, .326, p < .01. This
result suggests that speakers pause at a phrase boundary tend to obtain
higher measures.
Mean length of pauses Mean number of pauses
CEFR
WithinPh Dys PhB ClB WithinPh Dys PhB ClB
WithinPh 1** -.105* -.138 -.117** .657** -.175** -.158** -.148** -.243**
Dys 1** .106 .107** -.190** .682** .053** .059** .046**
PhB 1 .258** -.157** .104** .825** .259** .326**
ClB 1 -.096** .027** .123** .848** .163**
WithinPh 1** -.062** -.068** -.040** -.031**
Dys 1** .183** .082** .315**
PhB 1** .192** .525**
ClB 1** .308**
CEFR 1**
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7. 8 Hesitation Phenomena and Other Strategies Found in
CEFR Criteria
Hesitation phenomena, namely, repetitions, false starts,
reformulations, replacements, and the use of Japanese, and other strategies
such as paraphrase and circumlocution were explored next. Nevertheless,
there were only 10 instances of paraphrase (9 participants out of 135 used
paraphrasing) and no instances of circumlocution. This may be because, as
Bialystok (1990) argues, these strategies are too demanding for lower-level
learners because of the heavy linguistic loads. It is likely that intermediate
learners, at least, can make use of the strategies. Consequently, these
strategies were eliminated from the analysis, and only the hesitation
phenomena will be explained here.
Table 7.6 shows descriptive statistics of the mean hesitation
frequencies per minute sorted by educational institution.
Table 7.6.
Descriptive Statistics of Hesitation Frequencies per Minute
Hesitation variables
Mean S. D.
JHS SHS U JHS SHS U
Repetitions 3.15 3.25 4.20 2.76 2.64 2.68
False starts 0.08 0.26 0.32 0.27 0.51 0.84
Reformulations 0.25 0.77 0.78 0.56 0.88 0.99
Replacements 0.56 0.77 0.72 0.94 1.00 0.77
Use of Japanese 3.59 0.75 0.85 4.55 1.38 1.39
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7. 8. 1 Repetition
Repetitions are defined as the immediate repetition of words, phrases,
or clauses without modification. For example:
-JHS7, Speaker L, Turn 1
Who, who do you like your family with, with me? [sic]
The mean frequency of repetitions per minute is highest among the
university students, 4.20, followed by the senior high school students, 3.25,
and the junior high school students, 3.15. The difference is greatest between
the university and the other two institutions. The junior high school
speakers tend to pause for a long time while planning what to say, which
leads to fewer repetitions. On the other hand, university students seem to
speak extemporaneously, which may cause more repetitions.
7. 8. 2 False start
False starts are utterances or sentences that are abandoned before
they are completed.
-SHS29, Speaker L, Turn 1
… I like, I, I enjoy myself, my life in school…
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The participants do not regularly use false starts; the total number of false
starts is less than 1/10 the total number of repetitions. As with repetitions,
the most false starts are demonstrated by the university students, 0.32,
followed by the senior high school students, 0.26, and the junior high school
students, 0.08. Here, the difference between the senior high school and the
university is not great, but there is a significant difference between the
junior high school and the other two institutions. This may be because the
junior high school students rehearse what to speak.
7. 8. 3 Reformulation
Reformulations are phrases or clauses that are repeated with some
modification.
-U36, Speaker M, Turn 8
Did you <<Japanese words>> have you been to Kyoto?
Reformulation is the second least observed hesitation phenomenon of the
five. The senior high school speakers reformulate about the same as the
university speakers, while the number of reformulations among the junior
high school students is significantly lower. Reformulations, which require
speakers to modify their utterances syntactically or morphologically or to
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change word order, may be difficult for novice learners.
7. 8. 4 Replacement
Replacements are expressed as lexical items that are instantly
replaced by other lexical items.
-JHS7, Speaker M, Turn 2
I like, mm, mama. Mommy.
There are fewer differences among the three institutions compared with
other hesitation phenomena: 0.56 for the junior high school speakers, 0.77
for the senior high school speakers, and 0.72 for the university speakers.
7. 8. 5 Use of Japanese
Use of Japanese refers to the number of times the participants use
their mother tongue.
-SHS20, Speaker M, Turn 52
First <<Japanese: ichi>>, second << ni>>. One << ichi>>, two.
A large disparity is observed between the junior high school (3.59 times per
minute) and the other two institutions (0.75 for the senior high school and
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0.85 for the university). The use of their native language may stem from
attempts to avoid breakdowns. This phenomenon can be used to distinguish
novice learners from other participants. Basically, the frequencies were
small, and not every participant employed hesitations, so it may be difficult
to draw a conclusion.
7. 8. 6 Correlation Between Hesitation Variables and CEFR
Measures
Table 7.7 shows a correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau) between the
hesitation variables and the CEFR measures. All of the hesitation variables
demonstrate some correlation with the CEFR measures to some degree, but
the correlation coefficients are not high. Among them, the use of Japanese is
likely to be the best indicator of hesitation phenomena, that is, the less
usage of Japanese, the more fluent the speaker.
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Table 7.7.
Correlation Coefficient (Kendall’s tau) Between Hesitation Variables and
CEFR Measures
Repetition False start Reformulation Replacement Japanese CEFR
Repetitions 1**** .050 .152* .011 -.005* .144**
False starts 1*** .091* .098 -.187* .181**
Reformulations 1**** .060 -.056* .265**
Replacements 1*** .030* .162**
Use of Japanese 1**** -.323**
CEFR measures 1*****
Note. N=135; *p < .05. **p < .01
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Figure7.4. Use of Japanese per minute
Figure 7.4 shows a bar graph of the use of Japanese, sorted by the
CEFR measures for Fluency. As expected, the use of Japanese is the
foremost indicator among the hesitation variables. It is noteworthy, however,
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that this is applicable only to the low-level participants, who range from -8
to -4 in the CEFR measures.
The analyzed data for fluency is in Appendix H.
7. 9 Discussion
In this chapter, various items from the previous research relating to
temporal variables including pauses and hesitations, particularly those
with some relationships with fluency, were explored. Nevertheless, many
contradictory results were obtained. For instance, Chambers (1997)
asserted that frequency of pauses rather than length differentiated
non-fluent speakers from fluent speakers; conversely, the participants of
this study showed development in their lengths of pauses rather than the
number of pauses, that is, the more fluent they become, the shorter the
length of pauses. Kormos and Denes (2004) and Chambers reported that the
mean length of runs could be an indicator of fluency; however, no significant
difference was observed among the participants. Although speech rate has
been said to be a good index of fluency, neither this study nor Chambers
could show evidence. Hesitation phenomena have not yet reached a
conclusion, and nor could this study. Though quite a few numbers of items
were explored, not so many indices demonstrating Fluency were found out.
This result may be due to the fact that the participants in this study
approximately range within the lower half of L2 learners. On the contrary,
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the previous studies have mainly evidenced the distinction between
non-native speakers and native speakers. Regarding the fact that the
results are drawn from Japanese students learning English, acknowledging
indices showing their fluency is important.
In amount, in this study, the following indices demonstrated strong
relationships with the CEFR measures on Fluency: total number of
syllables including/excluding dysfluency, total number of words, and total
speaking time including pause time.
With regard to pauses and hesitations, the university students
exhibited results comparable to other participants; however, the locations
and lengths of pauses at a phrase boundary alone gave evidence that they
paused at grammatical junctures. In other words, more fluent speakers
could utilize some meaningful sequences between appropriate pauses,
which is what English teachers need to teach in a classroom. Only a few
paraphrases and not a single circumlocution example were observed, but
they are likely to be effective strategies. It is not impossible to train learners
to paraphrase someone’s opinion or to describe unknown words with
circumferential expressions. These types of strategies can be extended in a
classroom by practice.
There were some difficulties with respect to evaluating the
participants with the descriptors of CEFR Fluency; since the junior high
school students tended to rehearse before they uttered, they did not produce
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so many hesitations emphasized in the descriptors. For example, A2
describes, “...pauses, false starts and reformulations are very evident”; in
reality, they rarely showed the hesitation phenomena. Rather, more fluent
speakers obviously demonstrated such hesitations.
7. 10 Summary
After giving a definition of fluency, chapter 7 introduced some previous
studies relating to fluency measurement. This subcategory in the CEFR was
explored through temporal and hesitation phenomena including some
characteristics of pauses. There were some contradictory results with the
previous studies, because the participants’ speaking abilities were not as
greatly different among them compared to the difference between
non-native and native speakers.
The next chapter will examine some features of Interaction.
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Chapter 8
CEFR (IV) INTERACTION
8. 1 Introduction
Chapter 8 explores some characteristics of the participants’ discourses
in terms of their interaction. Previous studies concerning interaction lead to
methodological issues of the chapter. Two types of interaction, termed
Global Interactional Patterns and Interactional Functions are examined
mainly by qualitative analyses. The features of the two types of interaction
are then replaced by numbers, and the relationships with the CEFR
measures are explored.
8. 2 Previous Studies on Interaction
The analysis of text and discourse has focused on content and on the
cognitive and strategic features (Swain, 2001), that is, fluency, accuracy,
complexity, turn-taking, etc. On the other hand, some researchers have been
attracted to sociocultural theory in the realm of second language learning
(Swain) and testing. McNamara is aware of a movement toward a more
“socio-interactional view of performance and sociocognitive perspective”
(1996, p. 86). The theory of interactional, co-constructed learning has been
influenced by Russian developmental psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1978,
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1986) and his proponents. Deville, an advocate of interactional competence,
views “the language use situation primarily as a social event in which
ability, language users, and context are inextricably meshed” (2003, p. 373).
In a paired or group test format that requires interlocutors, as variability
increases, the more difficult it is to establish the test construct, reliability,
and fairness. Such conditions have brought about the shift from a cognitive
perspective to a social perspective of interaction (Brooks 2009).
Nevertheless, linguistic attributes play an important role in the analysis;
Young (1995) reports that the rate of speech and amount of elaboration seem
to vary according to proficiency level, although discourse features do not.
8. 2. 1 Patterns of Interaction
The use of qualitative analysis has been increasing, and more
researchers are utilizing qualitative methods to complement their
quantitative analyses for pursuing validation verification. Among the
researchers, Storch (2002) and Galaczi (2004, 2008) applied the methods of
conversation analysis (CA) in order to explore L2 learners’ discourse in a
paired test.
Storch (2002), for the purpose of investigating speakers’ patterns of
interaction in an adult ESL classroom, has constructed a model of dyadic
interaction, shown in Figure 8.1. The model introduces four role
relationship patterns: collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive,
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and expert/novice, based on two concepts, equality and mutuality, first
termed by Damon and Phelps (1989). According to the model, mutuality
refers to “the level of engagement with each other’s contribution,” and
equality refers to “the degree of control or authority over the task” (Storch,
2002, p. 127).
High mutuality
4 1
Expert/novice Collaborative
Low High
equality equality
3 2
Dominant/passive Dominant/dominant
Low mutuality
Figure 8.1. Model of dyadic interaction (Storch, 2002, p. 128)
High mutuality
<highest score>
(Blended) Collaborative
Low
Asymmetrical
High
equality (Blended) equality
Parallel
<lowest score>
Low mutuality
Figure 8.2. A schematic representation, by the author, of Galaczi’s
(2008) Patterns of Interaction
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Galaczi (2004, 2008) has adapted Storch’s dyadic model for the purpose
of analyzing the discourse produced by the test-takers of Cambridge First
Certificate of English speaking test (FCE). Figure 8.2 is the author’s
schematic representation of Galaczi’s patterns of interaction, as described in
three detailed tables (see Galazci, 2008, p. 99, 103, 107). There are four
interactional patterns: collaborative, parallel, asymmetrical, and blended.
The first pattern, collaborative interaction, in which the two
interlocutors take turns as listener and speaker, displays high mutuality
and high equality. The interlocutors develop and support self- and
other-initiated topics collaboratively. The most notable discourse feature of
collaborative interaction is the “topic extension move” (Galaczi, 2008, p. 98),
in which one interlocutor expands the other’s ideas and modifies or develops
what the other speaker says. In this collaborative pattern, the discourse
tends to be rich, characterized by “short turns, rapid speaker change,
questions, avoidance of gaps between turns, supportive overlaps, and
frequent acknowledgement tokens” (Galaczi, 2008, p. 98). Galaczi reports
that 30% of the FCE candidates were found to be collaborative.
In the second pattern, parallel interaction, the two speakers initiate
and develop topics equally (high equality); however, they exhibit little
engagement with their interlocutor (low mutuality). Since the speakers
concentrate on developing their own talk, a topic extension move is rare. In
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other words, they take the speaker role more frequently than the listener
role, showing little support for each other. Galaczi categorized 30% of her
participants as parallel.
In the third pattern, asymmetric interaction, the interlocutors
elaborate asymmetrically; one is quantitatively dominant and the other is
passive, exhibiting moderate mutuality in terms of topic development, with
minimal acknowledgment or contribution—namely, one speaker leads the
conversation. This pattern relates to “expert/novice” and “dominant/passive”
positioning in Storch’s dyad model (see Figure 8.1). Only 10% showed
asymmetric patterns of interaction in the FCE candidates’ peer-peer
conversation.
The fourth interactional pattern, blended interaction, exhibits
discourse characteristics of two interactional patterns. In total, 30% of the
candidates exhibited blended interactional patterns: collaborative and
parallel (23%) and collaborative and asymmetric (7%).
Collaborative interaction resulted in the highest Interactive
Communication (IC) scores on the FCE, whereas parallel interaction
resulted in the lowest. Galaczi’s conversation analysis indicated that topic
extension moves, follow-up questions (in the operationalization of the
interaction), and self- and other-expansion of topics (discourse
characteristics) are associated with the FCE’s IC scores.
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8. 2. 2 Interactional Language Functions
He and Dai (2006) investigated 60 groups of Chinese learners of
English in the College English Test-Spoken English Test (CET-SET)
administered by the National College English Testing Committee. The
CET-SET was a face-to-face small group test carried out mainly by three
group members. He and Dai explored the candidates’ discourse by means of
the interactional language functions (ILFs). Doubts were aroused regarding
this test format, because the candidates tended to speak to examiners
rather than to their peers. As a result, low interactional language functions
were observed in Challenging, Supporting, Modifying, Persuading,
Developing, and Negotiating Meaning. It is likely that the candidates put
too much emphasis on the speaking test and, consequently, were not aware
of the indispensability of meaningful interactions. For example, some
candidates referred to their interlocutors in the third person, and some
mentally prepared their opinions without listening to their peers. Such
behaviours resulted in less interaction during discussions. It seems,
however, that raters could have informed them in advance that the
assessment would also apply to interaction and collaboration, and
dominating the conversation would not necessarily lead to high scores.
8. 3 Present Methods of Analysis
As mentioned in chapter 2, there have been a few studies concerning
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the paired, or group, oral test format. Furthermore, most of the researches
were related to quantitative analysis method on, for example, interlocutor
effects. Under such limitations, the studies conducted by Galaczi (2004,
2008), He and Dai (2006), and Brooks (2009) are rare examples that involve
with the paired and group interactions. This is the reason that these two
types of researches were applied to this study for analyzing the participants’
interactional characteristics, that is, Global Interactional Patterns and
Interactional Functions.
Global Interactional Patterns
Interactional Characteristics
Interactional Functions
With regard to Global Interactional Patterns, the author basically
followed the way that Storch (2002) and Galaczi (2004, 2008) took, and
found the author’s modified method of analysis. On the other hand, in
terms of the second characteristic, Interactional Functions, the following
coding scheme was developed based on those of He and Dai (2006) and
Brooks (2009). Since the participants’ speaking ability was much lower than
that of the subjects of He and Dai and Brooks, all of whom were at least
upper intermediate, the list below was modified to comply with the novice to
intermediate participants of this study.
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1. Asking for information or opinion
- Ask for information or opinion
- Prompt elaboration by another speaker
2. Agreeing or supporting
- Express agreement with what another speaker has said
- Support opinions or assertions made by another speaker
3. Disagreeing, challenging, or persuading
- Express disagreement with what another speaker has said
- Challenge opinions or assertions made by another speaker
- Attempt to persuade another speaker to accept one’s view
4. Modifying or developing
- Modify arguments or opinions in response to another speaker
- Express ideas building on what another speaker has said
- Referring to or incorporating another speaker’s ideas or words
5. Negotiation of meaning
5.1 Asking for clarification or confirmation
- Ask for explanations that may not have been understood
- Express incomprehension
- Paraphrase what another speaker has said
5.2 Giving clarification
- Give clarification as required by another speaker or correct
another speaker’s misunderstanding of one’s own message
5.3 Checking for comprehension
- Check the listener’s understanding of the message to find
out whether the speaker is understood by others
5.4 Asking for help
5.5 Responding to help
5.6 Correcting or suggesting words
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5.7 Uptaking correction or suggestion
In order to analyze participants’ interaction in a group of three, it may
be worthwhile to develop this type of coding scheme; however, it should be
noted that this list has limitations, because interaction has diverse
functions and cannot be measured by a single means.
RESULTS
8. 4 Global Interactional Patterns
8. 4. 1 Four Global Interactional Patterns
This study is different from that of Galaczi (2004, 2008), whose
participants were upper-intermediate candidates taking the FCE test so
that they could develop the assigned topic more easily. On the other hand,
the students in this study range from novice to intermediate and need to
elaborate solely to maintain their interaction. Given the situation, the
patterns of interaction that Galaczi advocates above do not fully apply to the
current study. While analyzing the participants’ discourse, the author
noticed that the novice speakers had difficulties in carrying out or
developing the assigned topics coherently over several turns. They often
changed subordinate topics abruptly, without any cues.
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High mutuality
4 1
Under-developed Collaborative
Less (37.8%, –5.37 logits) (35.6%, –0.39 logits) More
Developed 3 2 developed
Parallel Asymmetrical
(20.0%, –1.65 logits) (6.7%, –0.55 logits)
Low mutuality
Figure 8.3. Global Interactional Patterns, including under-developed
interaction
Note. Numbers in parentheses refer to the proportion of the patterns and the average CEFR
measures given to the participants.
This type of interactional pattern is called under-developed interaction,
shown as No. 4 in Figure 8.3, in which speakers have difficulties in
expanding their topics, entailing frequent topic changes and breakdowns.
More than one-third (37.8%) of the interactions were labeled as under-
developed. Unlike the models of Storch (2002) and Galaczi (2004, 2008), this
model includes development in place of equality. “Development” in this
context refers to mutual topic development among the interlocutors. The
concept is similar to mutuality; however, “mutuality” refers to the
relationship between the interlocutors, whereas “development” refers to the
expansion of the assigned topics. The speakers categorized as
under-developed interacted mutually, trying to elicit other speakers’
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utterances and requesting more information without success, owing to the
fact that they did not know how to respond or extend contributions by the
prior speakers. Consequently, these speakers were compelled to change the
topic out of confusion, which was less common among advanced speakers.
The under-developed speakers frequently used their native language,
Japanese, and laughed when they were at a loss. Another feature of their
talk was that each turn and utterance was short, and the utterance often
lacked subjects or objects.
Parallel interaction in this pattern has low mutuality, as Galaczi (2008)
mentions, and less developed style in terms of expanding the assigned topic
among the interlocutors. They may develop their self-initiated topic on their
own, but not mutually or collaboratively. Asymmetrical interaction also has
low mutuality, but the most assertive speaker develops the topic in a less
collaborative manner. Collaborative interaction refers to a mutual exchange
among the group members in order to develop the assigned topic, the ideal
type of interaction.
The participants’ discourse is classified as one of the four patterns
shown in Figure 8.3 based solely on the dominant pattern so that there are
no blended patterns, in contrast to Galaczi’s study (2008). Blended patterns
may complicate the classification, because this study is about the group oral,
rather than the paired. Overall, 37.8% of the interactions were categorized
as under-developed (average CEFR measures: –5.37 logits, the lowest), 20%
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as parallel (–1.65 logits, the second lowest), 6.7% as asymmetric (–0.55
logits, the second highest), and 35.6% as collaborative (–0.39 logits, the
highest), as shown in Figure 8.3. Galaczi’s classification shows 30%
collaborative, 30% parallel, 10% asymmetrical, 23% collaborative-parallel
blended, and 7% collaborative-asymmetric blended. The results of the two
studies are not comparable because the current study does not include the
blended patterns. However, both this study and that of Galaczi found that
the groups assigned the highest scores were collaborative and those with
the second-highest scores were asymmetric, while the parallel received the
lowest. The under-developed interactional pattern resulted in much lower
scores than the parallel. This phenomenon clearly evidences the existence of
the under-developed pattern.
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Figure 8.4. Global Interactional Patterns sorted by educational institutions
Note. Pblc = public; Prvt = private; JHS = junior high schools; SHS = senior high schools; U =
universities
Figure 8.4 depicts the Global Interactional Patterns sorted by
educational institutions (for the original data, see Appendix I). With regard
to the junior high school groups, most of the interactions are categorized as
under-developed, excluding two collaborative interactions. This means that
novice learners of English tend to have under-developed patterns of
interaction, which may not be observed in the FCE, which is taken by
upper-intermediate candidates. In the public senior high school groups,
mixed interactional patterns are observed: three under-developed, one
parallel, and four collaborative. Interestingly, in contrast to the public
senior high school groups, the private senior high school groups have only a
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parallel interactional pattern. The cause of this outcome might stem from
the educational style of the private senior high school, in which reading and
writing have been emphasized over listening and speaking (see the note at
the end of chapter 3 for detail about their learning style). Each private
senior high school speaker’s turn was considerably long, with more words
and fewer mistakes than that of the public senior high schools and even
some universities, as will be described in detail later. As for universities,
public university groups have three asymmetric and two collaborative
patterns. Asymmetric patterns are seen only among the public university
groups in which one of the speakers is talkative and the other two are
listeners. One of the two private universities has varied patterns: one
under-developed, one parallel, and three collaborative. Another private
university, the most proficient of the three universities, exhibits only
collaborative patterns. As regards collaborative patterns, the junior high
school groups have only two, the senior high groups have four, and the
university groups have ten out of fifteen, indicating that the more proficient
the speakers become, the more they tend to be collaborative.
The following excerpts are examples of the four types of Global
Interactional Patterns (see page xvii for transcription conventions).
8. 4. 2 Discourse Features of Under-Developed Interaction
Excerpts 8.1 and 8.2 introduce two examples of under-developed
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interaction in the junior high school groups. It may be possible to categorize
them as collaborative if using Galaczi’s (2008) model, for they cannot be
either parallel or asymmetrical. However, they should be classified as a
newly discovered pattern, under-developed, because it has features that are
not part of the collaborative interactional pattern.
Excerpt 8.1. (JHS11)
9 L: Because I like tennis. Is the club fun?
10 M: Yes, yes, it is. How about you.
11 R: Yes, it is.
12 L: (inaudible)
13 M: Do you play tennis well.
14 L: No, I don’t. How about you.
15 M: Mmm, no, I amn’t, don’t. How about you.
16 R: (inaudible) No, I don’t.
17 M: <<Japanese words>>
18 L: Do you like your club, T***** (L’s name).
19 R: Yes, I, yes, I do. How about you, M***** (R’s name).
20 M: Mmm, I, mmm, I’m… Yes, I do.
Excerpt 8.1 is a typical example of the under-developed interaction carried
out among one of the public junior high school groups. They seem to avoid
questions that require them to deepen their thought. Instead, they keep
asking simple questions using “How about you?” (indicated by  and
underlines). Accordingly, in this short interaction, they take turns swiftly
and frequently. The first question, in Turn 9, is about whether the club is
fun: L asks M and then M asks R, which makes one round-talk. The second,
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starting in Turn 13, is about whether they play tennis well: M asks L, L asks
M in Turn 14, then M repeats the question to R in Turn 15. The last round,
starting in Turn 18, is about whether or not they like the club: L asks R, and
R asks M. These quick turns are likely to put less of a burden on each
student. This type of recycling of questions is common among the junior
high groups. The obtained CEFR measures L, M, and R are –5.47, –4.62,
and –7.14, respectively, which demonstrates very low speaking ability, since
the average measure is –5.64 for junior high school students, –2.23 for
senior high, and –0.01 for university students.
Excerpt 8.2. (JHS2)
14 L: Do you play baseball?
15 R: No
16 L: Why.
17 R: <<Japanese words>> Eh? Baseball is not like.
18 M: Not like, me too.
19 L: Why.
20 M/R: (laughter) <<Japanese words>>
21 M: I don’t like?= I don’t like. Too.
22 R: =like
23 L: Why.
24 R: (laughter)
25 M: I don’t like, too.
26 L: Why.
27 M: Pardon?
28 L: Why.
29 M: <<Japanese words>> I don’t know.
30 R: (laughter)
31 L: Why.
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32 M: I, I, I, <<Japanese words>>? I, I, I…
33 R: I like?
34 M: I? <<Japanese words>>
35 All: <<Japanese words>>
36 M: DON’T SPEAK ENGLISH!
Excerpt 8.2 shows another example of under-developed interactions among
junior high school students. Even though they can stay on the same topic
over many turns, they recycle expressions and do not develop the topic. It
seems that student L does not want to be asked questions, and instead he
repeatedly asks “Why” (indicated by and underlines), resulting in student
M’s anger in Turn 36 and a subsequent breakdown. Breakdowns are often
seen among junior high school students. The frequent usage of Japanese
words (six times in this excerpt, denoted by <<Japanese words>>) and
laughter (three times in this excerpt, denoted by (laughter)) are also
indicators of under-developed interactions, used to compensate for a lapse of
interaction. In addition, their utterances do not form complete sentences but
rather are expressed in basic words such as “Not like, me too,” which
actually means “I do not like it, either.” The measures that this group
received are among the lowest of the participants: –6.72, –6.72, and –7.57
for L, M, and R, respectively.
What the speakers in Excerpt 8.1 and 8.2 have in common is that they
ask each other similar questions, such as “How about you?” and “Why?”
Most of the under-developed interactions include such identical questioning
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styles, demonstrating their willingness to yield the floor. Another common
feature of the under-developed interactions is that the speakers are highly
mutual.
They might not have understood what a discussion is because they
were still too young and, consequently, carried out phatic communion. The
author does not think that having under-developed interaction should be
avoided. What is necessary for novice learners is to have an interaction that
is mutual and equal. Carrying out phatic communion in an under-developed
style may be an important step for them.
8. 4. 3 Discourse Features of Parallel Interaction
As mentioned earlier, parallel interaction is carried out with low
mutuality and a less developed manner while the speakers are trying to
expand the assigned topic. The participants who engaged in parallel
interaction extended their self-initiated topics without being mutually
collaborative.
Excerpt 8.3. (JHS 12)
1 L: What’s is your hobby.
2 M My hobby is listening to music.
3 R: My hobby is, my hobby is, ah, soccer.
4 L: My hobby is baseball.
5 M: Eh, eh, I like classical music.
6 R: Eh, my position is forward.
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7 L: My position is short. I like baseball. <<Japanese words>> I play, I
like playing baseball. But I practice baseball.
Excerpt 8.3 is the only example of junior high students demonstrating
parallel interaction. Given the topic, L leads off the conversation by asking,
“What’s is [sic] your hobby.” M responds to the question and starts to talk
about music in Turn 2. In the next turn, R does not respond to the prior
speaker’s utterance and talks about his own hobby, soccer. Responding to
the two previous speakers’ parallel interaction, L mentions his own hobby,
baseball, in the fourth turn, which ends the first round-talk. This parallel
interaction continues in Turns 5–7, during which M again explains about
music as if she heard nothing about the prior interlocutor’s hobby. R also
continues his soccer story, and then L responds to R ’s utterance by talking
about his position; yet L’s topic is about his own hobby, baseball. The
participants, L and M obtained –5.05 and –5.90 logit scores, which are
around average; R received –4.21, which is slightly better. This type of
parallel conversation is rarely seen in junior high school students’
interactions, which they are usually highly mutual.
As shown in Figure 8.4, the private senior high school is the single
educational institution that displays the largest number of parallel
interactions. Its pattern is practically the same as that of the junior high
group. The major difference is that the number of sentences per turn is
much larger and each turn is longer than all other institutional groups,
including the universities. The contrast shows that the private senior high
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school students are inclined to ask questions when they give the floor to
others, which is not seen in the junior high school students’ parallel
interactions. As mentioned earlier, the reason for the contrast can be
hypothesized as follows: the learning style of the private senior high school
is slightly different from normal senior high schools; the private senior high
school puts a greater emphasis on grammar and writing than on speaking,
for the purpose of preparing students for university entrance examinations.
What is required of students is that they be capable of understanding or
writing English, not necessarily communicating with other people. It is
likely that they express themselves in English as if they were writing in
solitude. The following is an example of the parallel interaction in the
private senior high school groups:
Excerpt 8.4. (SHS25)
1 M: Uh, what is your hobby, K***** (R’s name).
2 R: My hobby is reading book and reading comic and, and play-ing T
V game and I’m very indoor man so, I love in, I love playing in
my house. What your hobby.
3 M: My hobby is playing sports. Uh, especially, especially, I, I
like playing basketball or American football. (laughter) So, uh, play
, uh, playing basketball is uh, very much eh? Eh:
but I, I don’t like read a book, uh uh:: so, so much. How
about you, I******* (L’s name).
4 L: My hobby is to playing tennis, play tennis. Uh, eh-toh,
<<Japanese words>> Mmm, eh, when I was junior high
school student, I was, I belonged to the tennis club. Eh
mah, it was fun (laughter) very much.
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In this excerpt, triggered by M ’s question, “Uh, what is your hobby, K
(R’s name)?”, the group members tend to talk only about their own hobbies.
R ’s hobby is reading, while the second interlocutor, M, mentions sports. We
can find the single relevant comment when M refers to the prior speaker’s
utterance: “I, I don’t like read a book [sic], uh uh::: so, so much.” The third
speaker does not refer to the utterances of the other two interlocutors. Their
conversation continues in this style. The scores were –3.42, –0.22, and –1.43
for R, M, and L, respectively, meaning that M was deemed the best in terms
of interactional ability.
8. 4. 4 Discourse Features of Asymmetrical Interactions
All three asymmetrical interactions are found only in the public
university. Not only the group whose interaction is excerpted below but also
the other two groups have one talkative speaker, supported by the other two
interlocutors. Despite the talkativeness of the dominant speakers, they are
not considered proficient, because their utterances contain various mistakes,
hesitations, and repetitions. It is a phenomenon that the three groups have
in common.
Excerpt 8.5. (U35)
7 R: Aah huh huh huh, yeah. And so, so, I***** and T****
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(prefecture names) is uh, un, same, same words intonation. And, en
, mmm, cou-, in a count, country words as similar
to I****** and T****** and F******** (another prefecture
name). Do you know?
8 M: Sorry? Pardon?
9 R: Hooh hooh hooh? Uh, so I****** and T******’s, eh, countrywords
is similar. Uh, so, mmm, for example, and, uh, so
mid, so uh, deresuke and gojyappe and aonajimi, do you
know? Do you know Y***** (L’s Name)?
10 L: Uh, yes=
11 R: =Yes.
12 L: I think aonajimi is, uh, uh, Tokyo word is aoaza=
13 R: =Yes, yes, so yes.
14 M: It’s very painful.
15 R: Hooh hooh, so, it’s very, it’s very painful. So, and uh mmm,hah, b
y the way, and do you, and, do you think about,
about uh relationship Japanese culture and eh, A-, Asian
culture. So, toh, I think Japaneseculture, Japanese culture, eh:: so, J
apanese culture mottainai, eh, mottainai thoughts but Asian cul-, so,
Asian culture,and uh, people don’t thinkmottainai. And eh, do you
know that?
16 L: No.
17 R: NO!
18 L: I don’t know that.
In Excerpt 8.5, R ’s utterance in Turn 7 is difficult to understand, and M has
to ask for clarification by saying, “Sorry? Pardon?” in Turn 8. The other two
interlocutors, L and M, try to acknowledge, develop, support, and challenge
R ’s talk (indicated by  and underlines); however, the lack of balance is
obvious. R initiates and extends his topic, and the others do not attempt to
take long turns, which may have caused the asymmetrical interaction. The
measure that R receives is 1.03 points, indicating higher scores than the
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other interlocutors. The amount of talk seems to play an important role
here.
8. 4. 5 Discourse Features of Collaborative Interaction
As mentioned earlier, very few junior high school groups were
categorized as collaborative, which indicates difficulties developing the
assigned topic collaboratively. The following excerpt, Excerpt 8.6, is one of
the two collaborative interactions within the junior high school groups:
Excerpt 8.6. (JHS13)
32 M Do you like the school? Y***** S*******.
33 R: Ah, yes.
34 M: Oh! Who, who do you like, who do you like mmm teacher
in school.
35 R: I like Mr. M***.
36 M: Oh! T******, how about T******.
37 L: Eh I like Mr. K****.
38 M: Oh.
39 R: K***? Which, math or Japanese.
40 L: <<Japanese words>> Mr. Japanese.
41 R: Japanese teacher.
42 L: Japanese teacher.
43 M: Why, why do you like, Mr. K***.
44 L: He is, he was my teacher. I was uh last year.
Since they are novice students of English, the conversation contains many
mistakes and each utterance is short, yet all three members make an effort
to develop the conversation collaboratively with self- and other-initiated
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topics. L seems to be the most passive interlocutor, and M and R strive to
elicit L’s utterances by asking such questions as “How about (L’s name)?” in
Turn 36 or “Why do you like Mr. (his teacher’s name)?” in Turn 43.
Furthermore, when L makes a mistake (“Mr. Japanese”), R suggests an
appropriate expression (“Japanese teacher”), and L uptakes R ’s suggestion
(indicated by  and underlines). M ’s frequent backchannels (“Oh!”)
encourage other members of the group to contribute to the interaction with
less fear of making mistakes. In contrast to the under-developed groups,
this collaborative group can expand the topic over many turns. The
measures obtained by L, M, and R are –3.42, –0.60, and –1.85, respectively.
The most collaborative speaker, M, earns the highest score and the most
passive, L, the lowest. In comparison with the average measures of the
junior high school students (–5.64), these measures are much higher.
Among the senior high school groups, 4 out of 15 are categorized as
collaborative. Although their English is still poor, they attempt to
collaboratively support and draw out other members’ voices.
Excerpt 8.7. (SHS20)
37 M Wh, what movie did, did you watched?
38 R: Harry Potter 2 and Pirates of Caribbean two times.=
39 M: =OH::
40 L: =OH: OH: yeah very nice.
41 M: Two times?
42 R: Yeah. Two times.=
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43 M: =Pirates of Caribbean? EHH::? Why.
44 R: I love Jonny Depp.=
45 M: =Oh, [oh. He is cool.
46 L: [Oh hoh?
47 M: Did you watch Pirates of Caribbean? (L’s name).
48 L: Yeah. I watch with he. Him.
In Excerpt 8.7, the topic initiated by the most voluble student, M, is
expanded by all the members, uptaking and developing the prior speaker’s
contributions about a movie they recently watched. Unlike the interactions
of under-developed groups, the interlocutors here can develop the topic over
many turns. As opposed to the parallel groups, they exhibit listener support
in the form of acknowledgement (e.g., “OH: OH: yeah very nice” in Turn 40).
Frequent latches (no interval between adjacent utterances) are indicators of
listener involvement (indicated by  and =). Whereas M and L are rather
talkative boys, R is a passive, quiet girl. The two boys elaborate to draw out
the girl’s words by repetition (e.g., “Two times?” in Turn 41, underlined) and
questions (e.g., “Pirates of Caribbean? EHH::? Why” in Turn 43,
underlined).
The scores are –3.04, –1.01, and –3.04 for L, M, and R, respectively.
Compared with the average measures of high school students (–2.23), the
measures of L and R are low, which implies that collaborative interaction
does not always mean higher scores.
Ten out of fifteen university groups are classified as collaborative, the
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largest number of all educational institutions. Specifically, all the groups
from one of the private universities are labelled as collaborative.
Excerpt 8.8. (U44)
10 M: So uhm, I think Chinese university students study more.
And American, and American students, um, pay, uhm, pay, uh [mm
?
11 R: [Fee?
12 M: No, mmm, pay money. For university by, by, mmm=
13 R: =By themselves?
14 M: Yes, yes.
15 R: Mmm, that is the mmm, very difficult, uh umm, very
different [from Japanese students?
16 L: [Mmm. Mmm yeah. I agree?=
17 M: =Mm mm?
18 L: But now it’s getting better than before. That now the
students study much? Harder than uh: they did like forty
years ago or something because getting job is very difficult [these
days so...
19 M: [Mmm
20 L: [It’s good.
21 R: [Because of depression?=
22 L: =Mmm. Maybe.
23 M: Mmmm. Woman students uh like to study a special topic.
24 L: Special topic.
25 R: That is…
26 M: To um get a mmm, practical technique. For example.. to beumm, t
eacher or medical.
27 L: Mmm…
28 M: Uh:: Yeah, yeah, yeah.
The last excerpt, 8.8, is an example of the university students’
collaborative interaction. Fundamental features of the interaction resemble
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those of the junior and senior high school groups; for example, the quantity
of utterances among the three participants is well-balanced, and follow-up
questions or acknowledgements are frequently used (e.g., “Yes, yes.”
“Mmm…” “Uh:: Yeah, yeah, yeah” in Turn 14, 19, and 28). Overlaps
(indicated by [ ) and latches (indicated by =) are repeatedly used, exhibiting
the interlocutors’ support and involvement. The students remain on the
topic over many turns, while developing the current subordinate topic and
smoothly shifting to another subordinate topic.
What makes the interaction collaborative is the collaborative floors
(Coates, 1996), in which other interlocutors try to complete the prior
speaker’s utterances (indicated by  and underlines); for example, in Turn
10, M cannot find an appropriate word after saying pay: “… American
students, um, pay, uhm, pay, uh [mm?”. Another speaker suggests a word,
“[Fee?”, although the prior speaker does not uptake the suggestion. The
next example is in Turn 12, when M is again stumped for words: “For
university by, by, mmm=”. R says, “=By themselves?” with a latch, which
demonstrates R ’s support for M. In Turn 21, responding to L’s talk, R says,
“Because of depression?=,” L replies instantly, “=Mmm. Maybe.” This
collaborative floor among the group members may be an emphatic
exemplification of their involvement and support.
In terms of the scores for Interaction, L receives the highest (1.80), R
the lowest (-0.60), and M the middle (1.03). R seems to be collaborative, as
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explained above and indicated by arrows (); nonetheless, R is awarded the
lowest score. This may stem from the fact that R ’s amount of talk is much
smaller, compared with the other two interlocutors; that is, the number of
words uttered by L, M, and R is 147, 117, and 78, respectively. The scores
may be associated with the amount of talk, which plays an important role
even in Interaction.
8. 4. 6 Relationship Between Scores of Global Interactional Patterns
and CEFR Measures
In order to investigate the relationship between CEFR measures and
Global Interactional Patterns, each interactional characteristic was
replaced by a number. In terms of the group characteristics, such as
collaborative or parallel, the same score was given to all three members of
the group, that is, 3 points for collaborative, 2 for parallel and asymmetric, 1
for under-developed, and no points for numerous breakdowns. As Global
Interactional Patterns were explored by the groups, in order to differentiate
each member of the group, individual characteristics were attributed to
individuals, namely, dominant, equal-type, relatively passive, and passive.
The scores the speakers received were as follows: dominant speakers, 3
points; equal-type and relatively passive speakers, 2 points; and passive
speakers, 1 point (see Table 8.1 below).
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Table 8.1.
Types of Interaction and Assigned Scores
Global Interactional Patterns Individual Characteristics
Assigned
Scores
Collaborative = 3 Dominant speaker = 3
Parallel = 2 Equal-type speaker = 2
Asymmetric = 2 Relatively passive speaker = 2
Under-developed = 1 Passive speaker = 1
Breakdown = 0
Correlation
Between
the CEFR
measures
These numbers were determined based on the scores the participants
received from the raters; for example, dominant students were commonly
awarded higher scores than equal-type or passive speakers. Each speaker’s
scores for group characteristics and for individual characteristics were
added and compared with the CEFR measures (for the original data, see
Appendix I). Different score combinations were tried, and the order shown
in Table 8.1 demonstrated to most effectively represent the interactional
characteristics. However, it should be noted that the replacement has
limitations and is utilized solely for descriptive purposes.
The correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau) between the scores of Global
Interactional Patterns and the CEFR Interaction measures calculated for
the group was .586, p < .01 whereas the correlation between the individual
characteristics (e.g., dominant or passive) and the CEFR measures
0.586 0.225
0.607
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calculated individually was .225, p < .01. This means that the CEFR
Interaction scores were associated with the group characteristics rather
than the individual characteristics.
0
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CEF Measures (Interaction)
TotalScores
Figure 8.5. Relationship between total scores of Global Interactional
Patterns and individual characteristics and CEFR measures
What about adding the scores of Global Interactional Patterns and
individual characteristics and comparing them with the CEFR measures?
Figure 8.5 shows this relationship, indicating a strong correlation, .607, p
< .01, between the total scores of Global Interactional Patterns and
individual characteristics and the CEFR measures. Considering the high
correlation between the scores of Global Interactional Patterns and the
CEFR Interaction measures, most of the correlation seems to be explained
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by the Global Interactional Patterns given to each group, rather than by the
individual characteristics.
Brooks (2009), in her paired interaction research, found that the
participants’ performance scores were closer to each other when paired than
when they performed individually. Brooks thinks that some raters may
have awarded joint scores to the paired test takers. The scores that the
paired candidates received were better than those for individual
performance carried out by the same candidates. As described in the Rasch
analysis section, the raters of this study showed more variability in regard
to the dominant/passive speakers, showing underfit features, namely,
asymmetric interactional participants. This is similar to the problem that
May (2009) proposes in her paired speaking test study, in that raters have
difficulty in reducing the impact of one speaker on another to assign
separate and fair scores. In order to solve this problem, May suggests that
joint scores be given for acknowledging the necessity of co-constructed
interaction, though she recognizes the difficulty of this practice in the case
of high-stakes tests. Considering the fact that the CEFR measures have a
significant correlation with the group characteristics in terms of Global
Interactional Patterns, assigning joint scores to a group might be one
optionin low-stakes tests like the one this study presumes ; however, more
research on this issue should be conducted.
In the next section, Interactional Functions are investigated as one of
251
the interactional characteristics.
8. 5 Interactional Functions
Figure 8.6 shows the number of Interactional Functions per turn used
by each of the three educational institutions. The reason why the total
number of interactional management functions is divided by the number of
turns is that each function occurs turn by turn. The total number of turns is
427, 351, and 429 for the junior high school, senior high school, and
university respectively. Characteristics of each Interactional Function are
explained below, with some examples (for the original data, see Appendix I).
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1 2 3 4 5 (Total)
JHS 0.381 0.028 0.016 0.009 0.080
SHS 0.412 0.015 0.031 0.073 0.154
U 0.235 0.083 0.019 0.120 0.278
0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.25
0.30
0.35
0.40
0.45
Numbers per Turn
Figure 8.6. Number of Interactional Functions per turn sorted by three
educational institutions
Note. 1. Asking for information or opinion 2. Agreeing or supporting
3. Disagreeing, challenging, or persuading 4. Modifying or developing
5. Negotiation of meaning
5.1 Asking for clarification or confirmation 5.2 Giving clarification
5.3 Checking for comprehension 5.4 Asking for help
5.5 Responding to help 5.6 Correcting or suggesting words
5.7 Uptaking correction or suggestion
8. 5. 1 Asking for Information or Opinion (No. 1)
The senior high school groups employ Asking for information or opinion
(No. 1) more than the junior high school and university groups. It is used
the most out of the five Interactional Functions for both the junior high and
the senior high school groups, though not for the university groups. This
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phenomenon may indicate that less proficient speakers rely on questions;
namely, they use more other-nominated turns rather than self-nominated
turns.
Excerpt 8.9. (JHS5)
2 R: Do you have a sister?
3 M: Yes, I do. Toh, do you have a dog?
4 R: Yes, I do.
5 R: Do you have a cat?
6 M: Yes, I do.
7 L: Mmm...toh…
8 M: Do you have a dog.
9 L: Yes, I do. Toh.
10 R: How old does dog.
11 M: No, I don’t.
Specifically for the junior high students, this function is essential to
their conversation. As can be seen in Excerpt 8.9, they repeatedly use “Do
you have…?” questions (indicated by and underlines), which is the easiest
way to recycle a question that another interlocutor has already used. In
Turn 10, meanwhile, when R asks M how old M ’s dog is, which cannot be
answered with “Yes/No,” M cannot answer the question appropriately;
instead, M says, “No, I don’t.” Without recycling the identical questions, the
junior high school students have difficulty in staying with the topic. They
seem to concentrate on filling time, but at the same time they try to be
friendly, showing interest in other interlocutors.
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Excerpt 8.10. (U44)
31 L: Are any of you trying to get the teacher’s license? or any kind of
license?
32 R: No…
33 M: No. How about you.
34 L: Uh, teacher’s license.
35 R: Really.
36 M: Do you want to be teacher?
37 L: Uhm, I wan, I actually don’t really want to be a teacher
but just, I just want a license
38 M: Uh: it’s to get a relief. [Uh: relief. Yeah, yeah.
39 R: [(laughter) Guarantee…
40 L: Yeah, yeah, so how about you.
Excerpt 8.10, an example of a university group’s interaction, shows a
similar number of questions to Excerpt 8.9, but each of the questions asks
for further information to develop their interactions. More collaborative,
more proficient speakers are likely to contribute to the interaction by
self-nominated turns. For example, in Turn 38, responding to L’s utterance
“I just want a license”, M provides a reason: getting a license is “to get a
relief.” R also adds her opinion, “Guarantee…” (indicated by  and
underlines).
8. 5. 2 Agreeing or Supporting (No. 2)
Even though the total number of Agreeing or supporting (No. 2) is much
lower than the number of Asking for information or opinion (No. 1), it is
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notable that the university groups make use of this function three times as
often as the junior high school groups and five times as often as the senior
high school groups. The reason for this phenomenon may be that the
university groups know various expressions for agreeing or supporting the
interlocutors’ utterances.
Excerpt 8.11. (JHS10)
31 R: But maths homework is very fun.
32 L: Me, too.
33 M Me, too.
In Excerpt 8.11, junior high school participants L and M agree with R ’s
opinion by saying “Me, too.” (indicated by). They should have said, “Yes, it
is.”, “I think so, too.”, or “I agree with you.” They might have known these
expressions but found them difficult to use when responding. As a result,
they use “Me, too.” as an alternative. This expression is commonly utilized
by junior high school students. They also use “Me, too.” for expressing “Me,
neither.”, because the Japanese expressions for “Me, too.” and “Me, neither.”
are the same. Expressions for demonstrating their agreement are limited to
“Me, too.” for novice learners.
Excerpt 8.12. (U 42)
24 R: I, I strong, uh, I strongly thought Japanese should learn
about Japan more.
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25 L: Yes, we should try…
26 M I think so, too.
In contrast to the junior high participants, the university students
support (“Yes, we should try…”) in Turn 25 or agree (“I think so, too.”) in
Turn 26 with the appropriate expressions, as shown in Excerpt 8.12
(indicated by ). However, it is noteworthy that even the university
students frequently use “Me, too.” for agreeing.
8. 5. 3 Disagreeing, Challenging, or Persuading (No. 3)
The third Interactional Function is least common of the five functions in
all of the educational institutions. There is little or no difference in the
totals for the junior high, the senior high and the university: 8, 8, and 9,
respectively. Compared with Agreeing or supporting (No. 2), Disagreeing,
challenging or persuading (No. 3) demands more elaboration, because the
speakers need to explain why they disagree, challenge, or persuade. In
addition, Japanese people tend to avoid disagreeing with one’s opinion; this
may be why few instances of the function are found.
Excerpt 8.13. (JHS13)
56 L: I like sleeping.
57 M: Sleeping?
58 L: Yeah.
59 M: Oh, that’s BA:D. That sounds bad. No, no, no. No, you
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have to study.
60 L: No, I don’t sleeping.
In Excerpt 8.13, M starts criticizing L in Turn 59 (indicated by ) after
confirming that L likes sleeping. To do so, M needs to elaborate how L’s
behaviour should be condemned and what L should do. Once accused, L
adds a contradictory argument, “No, I don’t sleeping [sic].” (indicated by )
in Turn 60.
Assessed as a more proficient speaker by the raters, M received a high
score for a junior high participant, –0.6.
Excerpt 8.14. (SHS21)
26 L: I don’t like this school.
27 R: Why…
28 L: Mismatch…
29 R: Mi-, mismatch. This school has very nice teachers? For
example? my, ours teacher is Mr. E****? I like him very
much. But I don’t like to study? Hahaha…
Senior high school participant L, in Excerpt 8.14, expresses
disagreement with R who has said that he likes the school several turns
before, by saying, “I don’t like this school” in Turn 26. R asks why L does not
like the school; however, all L can say is a word, “Mismatch.” Then R
challenges L by explaining why he likes the school with some humour
(indicated by).
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There is no doubt that R received a higher measure than L: –1.85 and
–5.05, respectively.
Excerpt 8.15. (U32)
51 R: I heard golf, golf is too expensive for [us.
52 L: [Uh, I think so, too.
53 M: Yes, it’s very expensive but, erm, it’s worth, er, playing.
In Excerpt 8.15, taken from a university group, the participants are
talking about M ’s hobby, golf. R and L assert that golf is a sport that costs a
lot of money. M agrees at first, then challenges to persuade the other two by
saying, “…but, erm, it’s worth, er, playing.” (indicated by  and an
underline). M received a high score, 2.93.
It is likely that Disagreeing, challenging, or persuading (No. 3)
demands a higher language or communicating ability than Asking for
information or opinion (No. 1) and Agreeing or supporting (No. 2). The
participants who successfully participated in Disagreeing, challenging, or
persuading (No. 3) were awarded higher CEFR Interaction scores. In this
respect, the junior high school speakers in Excerpt 8.13 managed the
interaction well.
8. 5. 4 Modifying or Developing (No. 4)
The fourth Interactional Function, Modifying or developing,
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demonstrates clear developmental characteristics though the number is
limited; as depicted in Figure 8.6, the total number per turn is 0.01 for the
junior high school, 0.07 for the senior high school, and 0.12 for the university.
In order to modify or develop the prior interlocutor’s utterance, the speakers
are first required to understand the utterance and then to add their own
opinion or information, which also calls for elaboration. For this reason, it
seems to be very difficult for the novice learners to modify or develop the
topic.
Excerpt 8.16. (JHS 13)
18 M: Why do you join, ah, why did you join, mmm, judo club?
19 R: Ah, judo is great Japanese sports.
20 M: Oh, how about you, T****** (L’s name).
21 L: Uh, I, I think it is very interesting.
22 M: So, <<Japanese words>>.
23 R: Really?
24 L: Oh, yes.
25 R: OK.
26 R: How about you.
27 M: Mmm I think it is one of the most famous sport in Japan.And it’s
very fun.
In Excerpt 8.16, M prompts a talk about their mutual hobby, judo. First,
R, in Turn 19, answers M ’s question: “Ah, judo is great Japanese sports
[sic].” Next, L, in Turn 21, comments: “Uh, I, I think it is very interesting.”
Last, M, who started the topic, develops the topic in Turn 27 by saying,
“Mmm, I think it is one of the most famous sport [sic] in Japan. And it’s very
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fun.” (indicated by ). This is a rare but good example showing the
development of a junior high school student group.
Whether or not this interaction contributed to the scores is not known,
but the participants obtained higher scores for the CEFR Interaction than
for the CEFR Global. M was awarded –0.6 for Interaction and –1.86 for
Global, R –1.85 and –3.11, and L –3.42 and –3.97, respectively.
Excerpt 8.17. (SHS 18)
6 R: What do you do with your friends. Do you play with your friends
?
7 M: I play baseball with, with my friends.
8 R: I, I talk with my friend about a lot of things, eh, example,for exa
mple? Oh, ah, toh, about music, about our teachers and our hobbi
es. Eh, what do you talk about with your
friends.
9 L: I talk, I talk subjects with my friends and and and I talk friends.
10 R: How about you.
11 M: Ah, I talk, I talk about social with my friends? That’s all.
Excerpt 8.17 gives an example of a senior high school group. First,
responding to R ’s question in Turn 6, M gives a typical answer: “I play
baseball with, with my friends.” Next, in Turn 8, R develops the topic, giving
some examples of what he talks about with his friends and teachers
(indicated by ). Compared with R, it seems to be harder for L and M to
develop the topic; those two students’ utterances are much shorter and
convey less information (Turn 7, 9, 11).
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The CEFR Interaction scores obtained by L, M, and R were –3.81, –3.04,
and 0.75, respectively. R ’s score was higher than the average university
student’s.
Excerpt 8.18. (U41)
15 L: (laughter) But there are some different points.
16 R: Mmm, for example, seniority system?
17 L: Yeah, seni-, seniority system.
18 L: I think Korea, Korean people show more respect to seniors than J
apanese. For example, they use the term of respect to parents.
[ Always.
19 R: [Mmm mmm.
20 L: That’s surprise to me.
21 R: Ah:: How about you.
22 M: Uh, I was surprised, uh, when I hear it is natural in
Korea, uh, to, uh, make rooms for seniors in, on, on the
train? Uh, while in Japan it is not natural because, mmm,uh, we J
apanese are so shy? So, mmm, we sometimes
hesitate to make rooms for seniors.
23 R: Mmm, yeah, eh, sometimes some, some seniors get angry when w
e, when we if "please take look the seat that…”
24 M: H::I, ah, yeah they say "I’m I’m young
[not seniors. (laughter)”
25 R: [yeah I’m still young. (laughter)
Excerpt 8.18 shows how more proficient students develop their topic
over turns (indicated by ). Just before Turn 15, L talked about the
commonality between Japan and Korea in regard to Confucianism. L begins
to add an opinion about the dissimilarities between the two countries in
Turn 15. R successfully draws out L’s opinion about the seniority system in
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Korea in Turn 17 and 18. After L completes her contribution, R successfully
elicits M ’s experience in Turn 22. R finally talks about her experience in
Turn 23. By taking turns, they productively develop their topics.
The measures these group members received were high: 2.04, 2.51, and
2.51 for L, M, and R, respectively.
8. 5. 5 Negotiation of Meaning (No. 5)
As can be seen in Figure 8.6, the total number of Negotiation of
meaning per turn increases with the level of education: 0.08 for junior high
schools, 0.15 for senior high schools, and 0.28 for the universities. Figure 8.7
shows the number of each subcategorized Negotiation of meaning per turn
for each educational institution. Only the negotiations that
increase/decrease at a proportionate rate are described in detail below.
5.1 and 5.2 Asking for clarification or confirmation and Giving
clarification
The number of instances of Asking for clarification or confirmation (No.
5.1) and Giving clarification (No. 5.2) is likely to have a strong relationship
with the participants’ second language development, as indicated in Figure
8.7.
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5-1 5-2 5-3 5-4 5-5 5-6 5-7
JHS 0.033 0.023 0 0 0 0.017 0.007
SHS 0.049 0.056 0 0.001 0.001 0.029 0.018
U 0.102 0.099 0 0.018 0.022 0.019 0.017
0.00
0.02
0.04
0.06
0.08
0.10
0.12
Numbers per Turn
Figure 8.7. Number of negotiation of meaning per turn used by three
educational institutions
Note. 5. Negotiation of meaning
5.1 Asking for clarification or confirmation 5.2 Giving clarification
5.3 Checking for comprehension 5.4 Asking for help
5.5 Responding to help 5.6 Correcting or suggesting words
5.7 Uptaking correction or suggestion
Excerpt 8.19. (JHS 10)
25 R: Yes (laughter). Eh:to. Do you have to the many homework?
26 L: I think my homework is little.
27 R: Little.
28 L: Eh?
29 R: Little.
30 L: Don’t much.
31 R: I think that many homework. Very, very.
The linguistic means that the novice learners use for Asking for
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clarification or confirmation (No. 5.1) is very simple. In Turn 25 in Excerpt
8.19, R, who initiates the topic, believes the amount of homework is large,
and he expects L to agree; however, L disagrees and says, “I think my
homework is little.” R is not sure whether L really thinks this or has made a
mistake, so R asks for clarification in Turn 27 (indicated by ). L seems not
to understand what he is asked; therefore, he asks, “Eh?” in Turn 28. Then
R confirms through repetition (indicated by). L, finally, gives clarification
with an incorrect but understandable expression, “Don’t much [sic].”
(indicated by and an underline). On the final turn, Turn 31, the listeners,
including L, understand that R thinks there is a large amount of homework.
Although the students’ expressions were simple, they managed to clarify the
uncertainty.
Whereas this group could negotiate meaning with simple expressions,
most of the junior high groups had difficulties in utilizing Asking for
clarification or confirmation and Giving clarification. By giving up the
negotiation, they often stopped interactions and changed topics abruptly.
The senior high school students’ examples were no different from those
of the junior high students; specifically, their interaction was very simple,
and when asking for clarification, they used questions consisting of single or
a few words with rising or falling intonation. The biggest difference between
the junior high and the senior high groups was that the latter were inclined
to ask for clarification without giving up, whereas the former easily gave up
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or caused breakdowns.
Excerpt 8.20. (U32)
22 M: How often do you cook.
23 L: Umm, I, I often eh, sweet especially cake or some tea. I
like, I like sweet food. So I’m, I am very fun when I,
when I cook sweet.
24 M: So how often do you=
25 L: =How often?
26 M: Yes [ like.
27 L: [Umm twice a month.
28 M: Oh::
29 L: About twice a month.
In Excerpt 8.20, even the university students exchange very simple
questions and answers. In Turn 22, M asks L how often she cooks. L
misunderstands M ’s intention and answers with what she cooks. M again
asks L the same question, and L confirms the question by repeating “How
often?” with a latch. M gives clarification by saying “Yes” (indicated by 
and underlines), and at last, in Turn 27, L answers M ’s primary question.
Although the conversation is very simple, their interaction goes smoothly
compared to the junior or senior high school groups.
More importantly, the total of these functions (5.1 and 5.2) increased
from the junior high (0.056 = 0.033 [5.1] + 0.023 [5.2]) to the senior high
(0.105 = 0.049 + 0.056) to the university (0.201 = 0.102 + 0.099). This
increase may indicate fewer breakdowns, because the more the participants
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employed these functions, the more they could clarify the interlocutor’s
utterances.
5.3 Checking for comprehension
There were no examples of Checking for comprehension among the
participants of this study.
5.4 and 5.5 Asking for help and Responding to help
There were no explicit examples of Asking for help and Responding to
help among the junior high groups, and only one example was found among
the senior high groups. Even the university groups had only nine instances
of both asking and responding.
Excerpt 8.21. (U31)
3 R: And I, I think, I think many time difference of Japanese, uh, Japa
nese culture ah, both of Japanese culture and
Korean culture. And, mmm, I think Korean is, ah, more, mmm, m
ore, mmm… (laughter)
4 L: Aggressive?=
5 R: =Aggressive.
6 L: [Really?
7 R: [And… Yes, yes.
8 L: I see.
Excerpt 8.21 is an example of a university group. In Turn 3, when R is
talking about Korean and Japanese culture, she struggles to find an
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appropriate word, and repetitions and hesitations occur: “.. ah, more, mmm,
more, mmm…” To help R, L suggests a word: “Aggressive?” (indicated by).
Without a pause, R uptakes it as if the word is exactly what she wants to
say (indicated by ). L is not sure that the word is really what R means, so
she confirms it in Turn 6. Although R has already started saying something
different, she answers L’s confirmation by responding, “… Yes, yes.” in Turn
7.
This example could be categorized as Correcting or suggesting words
(No. 5.6) and Uptaking correction or suggestion (No. 5.7); however, in this
case, R ’s struggle was regarded as Asking for help.
5.6 and 5.7 Correcting or suggesting words and Uptaking
correction or suggestion
With regard to Correcting or suggesting words, there was no major
difference among the three educational institutions as Figure 8.7 shows. In
terms of Uptaking correction or suggestion, the junior high groups rarely
used this function, while the senior high school and university groups
employed the function more often. However, with such a small amount of
evidence, it is hard to conclude that these negotiations are associated with
the participants’ speaking development.
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Excerpt 8.22. (JHS3)
15 M: Do you like English?
16 R: Yes, I do.
17 M: Do you like English?
18 L: I do?
19 M: Do you like color? Do you like color?
20 R: <<corrects M’s utterance in Japanese>>
21 M: What? What favorite color=
22 R: =Do you.
23 M: Do you like.
24 R: I like orange.
There are few examples among the junior high school groups, especially
of Uptaking correction or suggestion (No. 5.7). Excerpt 8.22 is one of these
instances. While M asks questions by means of “Do you…?” she is at a loss
for how to ask what color her interlocutor likes and repeats, “Do you like
color?” in Turn 19. R corrects M ’s utterance, suggesting the use of “What”.
M uptakes the word and starts to ask, “What favorite color [sic]”, but the
sentence is still not completed. Then R suggests “Do you.” and M again
uptakes R ’s suggestion (indicated by ). Although the question is not
complete, R answers M ’s question with “I like orange.” in Turn 24. It is
likely that R dominates M, which rarely happens between strangers (they
are classmates, in this case).
Excerpt 8.23. (SHS29)
8 M: Mmm, a little, eh G***** <School name>, um, I, uh, I
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study very, I studied very hard from, eh:toh, summer time?Now in
=
9 L: =Summer vacation.
10 M: Summer vacation in, uh, <<Japanese words>>, three, three,
three=
11 L: =Third
12 M: Three=
13 R: Third, third grade
14 L: Third grade in junior high school
15 M: Third grade in, in junior high school. Eh: test is, ss-, so so so, ho
w about you M******* (R’s name).
The senior high school group in Excerpt 8.23 exhibits a good example of
Correcting or suggesting words and Uptaking correction or suggestion
(indicated by ). M may have been regarded as less proficient, and the
other two interlocutors try to help M. In Turn 8, M is not sure about the
words he says, so he pronounces them with a rising tone: “... eh: toh,
summer time?” Even though M keeps talking, L cuts in to correct M ’s
utterance to “summer vacation” in Turn 9. M uptakes the correction and
continues to talk but is again stuck on a word; M says the word in Japanese
and repeats “three” many times in Turn 10. L again cuts in and corrects the
wrong word, “three”, to “third”; however, M does not uptake the word this
time. Then another interlocutor, R, suggests a phrase, “third grade”, which
is used appropriately in L’s phrase, “Third grade in junior high school.” M
finally uptakes the whole phrase and carries on his talk. It seems that L is
the most dominant, followed by R and, lastly, M. This relationship among
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the students may stem from friendship, since they are classmates.
There was no instance of word/phrase correction in the university
groups. They exhibited only suggestion and its uptake.
Excerpt 8.24. (U 31)
13 R: Some people come my, mmm, my for ummm, in front of
my...
14 M: Home? [House?
15 R: [Oh no <<Japanese words>>.
16 L: Somebody come [to...
17 R: [Somebody come.
18 L: In front of me.
19 R: Yes. I, I, I say, I, I said, umm "No, no, no, uh, is this
line, line is this" [ You, you, ummm, umm
20 L: [Ah. you are a...
21 R: Umm, you are, uh umm, "Please wait my back" but, but,
he said? "I’m very ummm, I’m"
22 M: Hurry.=
23 R: =Hurry.=
24 M: =Hurry.=
25 R: =Hurry. [So "Please, mmm umm" I think Japanese not so..
26 L: [Ahh::
27 L: Rude or
28 R: Rude and that, that’s in, mmm, is, can’t, can’t, ummm,
happen in Japan.
U 31 in Excerpt 8.24 is the group that was introduced in Asking for help
and Responding to help (No. 5.4 and 5.5). The example here focuses more on
suggestion, compared to Excerpt 8.21. The speaker R is chatty but not
fluent, which lets other interlocutors cut into R ’s talk. Although the first
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suggestion, in Turn 14, is turned down, L immediately suggests an idea to R
in Turn 16. After the uptake in Turn 17, M and L keep suggesting words or
ideas (indicated by  and underlines), which is likely to guide the
conversation. This is an extreme example; when other university speakers
make a suggestion, they give a word or phrase but do not guide the
exchange.
8. 5. 6 Ratio of Interactional Functions
Figure 8.8 shows the ratio of Interactional Functions used by each
educational institution. The junior high school groups employ Asking for
information or opinion the most (No. 1: 74.1%), comprising three fourths of
the functions. In contrast, the university groups use Negotiation of meaning
the most (No. 5: 38.6%), followed by Asking for information or opinion (No.
1: 34.8%). This shows a good contrast between the junior high and the
university, and the senior high falls in the middle. As has already been
mentioned, the senior high school and university groups could develop or
modify the assigned topics but the junior high school groups could not, as
shown by No. 4 in Figure 8.8.
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Figure 8.8. Ratio of Interactional Functions used by three educational
institutions
Note. 1.Asking for information or opinion 2.Agreeing or supporting
3.Disagreeing, challenging, or persuading 4.Modifying or developing
5. Negotiation of meaning
8. 5. 7 Correlation Between Interactional Functions and CEFR
Measures
To explore whether there is any relationship between the Interactional
Functions and the CEFR Measures, statistical analysis was carried out
(Kendall’s tau). Although certain characteristics were evidenced, as shown
in Figures 8.6, 8.7, and 8.8, no statistically significant results could be
obtained. Potential combinations were explored, such as a single function
combined with the CEFR measures or a combination of related multiple
functions; however, even the largest correlation, between the CEFR
measures and the total number of Agreeing or supporting (No. 2),
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Disagreeing, challenging, or persuading (No. 3), and Modifying or
developing (No. 4), was only .322. The second largest was .255, between the
CEFR measures and Negotiation of meaning (all of No. 5). Other
combinations, for example, with Asking for information or opinion (No.
1: .058), with Asking for clarification or confirmation + Giving clarification
(5.1+5.2: .209), and with Correcting or suggesting words + Uptake
correction or suggestion (5.6+5.7: .133), showed no relationship.
It might be hypothesized that the reason for this minimal relationship
is, firstly, that not all groups or individuals employed the Interactional
Functions, even if they were regarded as more proficient or interactive. This
means that the usage of Interactional Functions is not an indispensable
condition for obtaining higher scores or measures in terms of Interaction in
the CEFR criteria. Secondly, the number of Interactional Functions was too
small to draw a conclusion. Corpus-based, large-scale research may yield a
different result.
8. 6 Discussion
In this chapter, two types of interactional characteristic were explored:
Global Interactional Patterns and Interactional Functions. The former was
modified from what Storch (2002) and Galaczi (2004, 2008) modeled for the
paired interaction, because there are not many past researches relating to
the group oral. Another modification was replacing “equality” with
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“under-developed” and leaving “mutuality” unchanged, which was because
the participants of this study were different from those in the past studies
whose English speaking levels were much higher. As a result, an
under-developed interactional pattern was revealed. In Galaczi’s model, low
mutuality produced low scores whereas in this study, high mutuality does
not necessarily bring high scores. To put it plainly, the participants who
exhibited under-developed patterns interacted mutually, but could not carry
out their interactions successfully due to lack of knowledge and strategies.
Given that they have potential to interact mutually and collaboratively,
they may develop their abilities faster when they are given such
opportunities to interact in a classroom, as the author observed similar
situation at the Interactive English Forum introduced in chapter 1. More
than one-third of the participants’ interactions were labeled as
under-developed; conversely, another one-third was regarded as
collaborative. Even among the junior-high school students, two groups
displayed collaborative patterns. This fact encourages us English teachers
to give our students more opportunities to interact collaboratively, which
may reinforce their development in speaking.
As Table 8.1 and the following calculations suggest, assigning joint
scores to a group is an option when it is a low-stakes multiple test style such
as individual picture description plus the group oral. It is impossible to
eliminate interlocutor effects thoroughly when there are more than two
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speakers. In the Forum described earlier, the board first assigned scores to
individual students, and later made alterations to give joint scores to each
group. Nonetheless, we have to be aware of difficulties giving joint scores to
asymmetrical interactional patterns which often show underfit features (see
chapter 4). This could be one of the topics for future studies.
In terms of Interactional Functions, He and Dai (2006) presented the
original model for the group oral consisting of three speakers although
Brooks’ was for the paired. Their model was revised to adjust for the
participants, yet it seemed to be difficult for them to exhibit such
interactional functions. The reason why the candidates of He and Dai’s
study did not show enough functions was that they were too eager to appeal
to raters, and did not pay much attention to their interlocutors. While on
the other hand, the participants of this study could not utilize the
Interactional Functions because the functions seemed to be somewhat
demanding for them. The Interactional Functions are all effective and
necessary when carrying out an authentic conversation. To be able to use
the functions will help learners to interact more smoothly and successfully.
8. 7 Summary
In order to explore characteristics of the speakers’ interactions, two
types of analyses were conducted. The first analysis, Global Interactional
Patterns, revealed a new pattern termed under-developed in which less
276
proficient speakers exhibited difficulties in developing an assigned topic.
The raters likely assigned closer scores to group members rather than
evaluating them separately. Another analysis, Interactional Functions,
demonstrated some features; however, the examples were limited, and no
statistically significant results were obtained.
The next chapter describes the results of analyses relating to the last
subcategory in the CEFR, Coherence.
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Chapter 9
CEFR (V) COHERENCE
9. 1 Introduction
Chapter 9 concerns the last of the CEFR subcategories, Coherence.
Firstly, the differences between these two concepts, coherence and cohesion
are explained. After introducing the methodologies, three types of analysis
are carried out, namely, investing cohesive devices, topic development
moves, and coherence of subordinate topics.
9. 2 Cohesion, Coherence and Cohesive Devices
Coherence is often described as a contrastive concept of cohesion. Both
cohesion and coherence denote “how words, constituents, and ideas
conveyed in a text are connected on particular levels of language, discourse,
and world knowledge” (McNamara, Louwerse, and Graesser, 2005, p. 3).
Swain (1984, p. 188) correlates cohesion and coherence with discourse
competence as follows: “discourse competence as mastery of how to combine
grammatical forms and meanings to achieve a unified spoken or written
text in different genres… Unity of a text is achieved through cohesion in
form and coherence in meaning.”
Cohesion is accomplished in “form” or “hanging together” through
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explicit linguistic elements called cohesive devices which include “pronouns,
synonyms, conjunctions and parallel structures which help to link
individual utterances and show the logical or chronological relations among
a series of utterances” (Hyltenstam and Pienemann, 1985, p. 335). Halliday
and Hasan (1976) explain that cohesion “occurs where the interpretation of
some element in the discourse is dependent on that of another” (p. 4);
namely, it refers to linguistic features that relate sentences to one another.
They elucidate five cohesive devices: reference, substitution, ellipsis,
conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Their work on cohesion has given an
important demonstration of indicators of text unity (Morris and Hirst,
1991).
In contrast, coherence is achieved in “meaning” or “making sense”.
According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), coherence refers to text that
appropriately fits its situational context. Coherence in speaking refers to
the oral ability to connect ideas and language together and make one’s
performance coherent. This coherence or unity is created by “the higher
levels of context and shared knowledge” (Milne, 2000, p. 20). Coherence is
reflected most obviously in cohesive links in discourse text and in
sequencing (Simpson, 2005). In other words, “the key indicators of
coherence are logical sequencing of sentences, clear marking of stages in a
discussion, narration or argument, and the use of cohesive devices… within
and between sentences” (IELTS, 2009).
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According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), when a text is consistent
internally, it is cohesive; when it is consistent with its context, it is coherent.
To explain cohesion and coherence, Widdowson’s (1978, p. 29) example is
often quoted:
A: That's the telephone.
B: I'm in the bath.
A: O.K.
Although this interaction does not have an apparent indication of cohesion,
it is coherent if we imagine the situation as follows: A’s first remark is a
request, B’s reply is an excuse for not complying with A’s request, and finally,
A’s second remark is an acceptance of B’s excuse. If we supply the missing,
cohesive connotations, this discourse can be as follows:
A: That’s the telephone. (Can you answer it, please?)
B: (No. I can’t answer it because) I’m in the bath.
A: O.K. (I’ll answer it).
9. 3 Methodologies and Their Backgrounds
The criteria for the fifth category, Coherence, in the CEFR mainly refer
to connectors (conjunctions), cohesive devices, and coherent discourse (see
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Appendix A). In order to explore Coherence based on the CEFR descriptors,
the present study examines the following three items:
1) Cohesive devices including connectors (conjunctions) that make
sentences coherent;
2) Topic development moves that tell us how the conversation develops
coherently turn by turn; and
3) Coherence of subordinate topics, which indicates how the
participants’ performance expands coherently topic by topic.
9. 3. 1 Cohesive Devices
Firstly, cohesive devices including conjunctions (connectors) are
investigated by following the method explained by Halliday and Hasan
(1976) in their prominent book, Cohesion in English. They delineate five
types of cohesive devices in depth, with examples.
We can generally identify a text as a sentence or a group of sentences
and see that there are coherent relationships of ideas. Halliday and Hasan’s
work (1976) distinguishes the following two types of sentences: a random
group of sentences and a cohesive grammatical unit. According to them, text
is defined as “not just a string of sentences. It is not simply a large
grammatical unit, something of the same kind as a sentence, but differing
from it in size—a sort of super sentence, a semantic unit” (p. 291). The super
sentence is identifiable when cohesive relationships with definable qualities
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are perceived. Such cohesive relationships are reference, substitution,
ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. The first four represent
grammatical cohesion and the last one is lexical. Table 9.1 simplifies the
definitions and examples of the cohesive devices.
Table 9.1.
Definitions and Examples of Cohesive Devices (Halliday and Hasan, 1976)
Cohesive
Devices
Definitions Examples
Reference Relation between
meanings: exophora
(situational) and
endophora (textual)
-Pronominals (he, him, his, she, her, hers, it,
its, they, them, their, theirs)
-Demonstratives and definite articles
(this/these, here, that/those, there, then, the)
-Comparatives (e.g., same, identical,
similar(ly), such, different, other, else,
additional, more, less, as many; ordinals; as +
adjective; comparatives and superlatives)
Substitution Grammatical
relationship: replace
nominal, verbal, and
clausal function with
another
-Nominal substitutes (one/ones, the same, so)
-Verbal substitutes (do, be, have, do the
same/likewise, do so, be so, do it/that, be
it/that)
-Clausal substitutes (so, not)
Ellipsis Absence of the
word(s) that can be
found in the
preceding sentence.
-Nominal ellipsis
-Verbal ellipsis
-Clausal ellipsis
Conjunction Joins two sentences
together
-Additive (e.g., and, or, by the way, that is, in
other words, on the other hand, by contrast)
-Adversative (e.g., yet, though, only, but,
however, in fact, actually, on the other hand,
instead, on the contrary)
-Clausal (e.g., so, then, therefore, for, because,
otherwise)
-Temporal (e.g., then, next, just then, before
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that, first... then, at first, finally/now, soon,
next time/day, in conclusion, first... next)
-Other (e.g., now, of course, well, anyway,
after all)
-Intonation
Lexical
cohesion
Cohesive effect
achieved by the
selection of
vocabulary
-Same item
-Synonym or near synonym
-Superordinate
-‘General’ item
-Collocation
According to the definitions of Table 9.1, the five cohesive devices will
be picked up from the participants’ discourse to find relationships in
sentences.
9. 3. 2 Topic Development Moves
‘Topic is known as a complex and difficult notion that “has survived
many years of non-definition” (van Lier, 1989, p. 147). Although people’s
talk in interaction may move unexpectedly from one topic to another, topic
needs to be regarded as logical sequencing of structure. Thornbury and
Slade (2006) state that conversation is developed locally move by move. A
move is “the basic semantic unit in interactive talk, which is the smallest
unit of potential interaction” (p. 117). The purpose of analyzing moves in a
discourse is for understanding “the exchanges in terms of speech function
and categorizing each move according to what it is doing in that context” (p.
122). It is a way of understanding the semantic coherence across moves
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carried out by different interlocutors. In a conversation, the interlocutors
keep selecting specific speech functions. We can follow how the interlocutors
maintain and develop the conversation by means of initiating, responding,
developing, and so on. The term “topic development move” was coined by
Stenstrom (1994) who referred to a move as “what a speaker does in a turn”
(p. 36).
Topic development moves in participants’ interaction were investigated
according to the classification shown in Table 9.2. The classification was
mostly drawn from that of Galaczi (2004) with the addition of that of
Thornbury and Slade (2006). Some categories that were rarely found in the
participants’ data of the present study were deleted, which will be explained
below.
Table 9.2.
Definitions of Topic Development Moves
Move Abbr. No. Definition
INITIATING MOVES A speaker introduces a new topic.
statement I-s (1) A speaker introduces a new topic by stating his/her
own ideas or opinions.
question I-q (2) A speaker introduces a new topic by asking a question
to another speaker.
DEVELOPING MOVES A speaker continues the prior topic.
Continue A speaker continues his/her own
previously introduced topic.
build DC-b (3) A continuing speaker adds his/her contribution.
question DC-q (4) A continuing speaker asks a question.
Respond A speaker develops the proposition set
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up by the previous speaker.
acknowledgement DR-ac (5) A speaker responds briefly to the proposition,
including the short answer set up by the prior speaker.
recycling DR-rc (6) A speaker responds to the proposition set up by the
previous speaker with a repetition or simple
reformulation of the prior proposition.
topic extension DR-ex (7) A speaker expands on the proposition set up by the
prior speaker.
CLOSING MOVES Cl (8) A speaker closes the topic.
Some modification of Galaczi (2004) and of Thornbury and Slade (2006)
was necessary for the less proficient participants in the present study. The
first one is <DC-q> (indicated as (4) in Table 9.2: D stands for a developing
move, C for continue, and q for question, i.e. a question form of a developing
move that is uttered to continue the previous utterance). <DC-q> is added to
the list of moves for this test format. Since there are three interlocutors,
many speakers employ question forms for the purpose of giving the floor to
another speaker. <DC-q> cannot be included in another type of question,
<I-q> (indicated as (2): a question form of an initiating move), because
<DC-q> is not an initiating move but a developing move, following the line
of the previous talk. The second alteration is <Cl> (indicated as (8) as a
closing move). It is categorized as <Cl> only when a new topic is introduced
after the move. The topic move categorized as <DR-ac>, (5), is seen when a
speaker responds to a question with a short answer or an acknowledgement,
and when the speaker expands the conversation rather than giving an
acknowledgement, it is categorized as <DR-ex>, (7).
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Other definitions can be seen in Galaczi (2004) and Thornbury and
Slade (2006). Both <I-s> and <I-q> are initiating moves where a speaker
introduces a new topic, either by stating the speaker’s ideas or opinions
(<I-s>) or by asking a question to another speaker (<I-q>). <DC-b> is a
developing move when a speaker continues a talk to build a topic that the
speaker has previously introduced (indicated as (3)). <DR-rc> shown as (6)
is also a developing move that is used to respond to the proposition set up by
the previous speaker by recycling the proposition. At the first modification,
there was <DR-an> that denotes a simple answer to a question, but it was
eliminated from the list because when a speaker responded to a question
with a short answer or acknowledgement, it was categorized as <DR-ac>, (5),
and when a speaker expanded the conversation rather than giving an
acknowledgement, this fell into <DR-ex>, (7). Another eliminated move was
an incomplete move, which is an unfinished move that a speaker produces.
This move was counted only when a new topic was introduced after the
move and consequently, only one example was seen. Utilizing the definitions
in Table 9.2, topic development moves were explored to find out what the
participants did in a turn.
9. 3. 3 Coherence of Subordinate Topics
As Richards and Schmidt (1983) assert, coherence is essential in
conversation. In the first part of this section, coherence is explored by
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cohesive devices sentence by sentence, and in the second part, by explaining
topic development moves turn by turn. Whether the participants’
conversations are carried out coherently or not is explored here by looking
at the context, namely, the coherence of subordinate topics or episodes.
Scrutinizing the content of the participants’ oral interactions, the following
three sub-items are investigated:
a) Number of subordinate topics that are developed by the participants
through their interactions.
b) Number of turns taken on each subordinate topic
c) Number of words relating to each subordinate topic
Turn-taking has been discussed by numerous scholars, and the
definition of turn-taking varies from study to study. Goffman (1981, p. 23)
defines turns as “an opportunity to hold the floor, not what is said while
holding it.” Oral interactions are jointly managed through a shared
understanding of the rules of turn-taking. Richards and Schmidt (1983)
write that conversation is governed by turn-taking norms—conventions
which determine who talks, when, and for how long. Crookes defines turns
as “one or more streams of speech bounded by speech of another, usually an
interlocutor” (1990, p. 185). In this analysis, backchannels and some
hesitations that do not constitute a turn are categorized as non-turn units.
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In other words, any utterances that yield the floor are counted as a turn.
Backchannel signals/responses, or simply backchannels, are defined as
vocal indications that their interlocutors are listening within an extended
turn (Yule, 1996): “mmm,” “ah-ha,” and short words and phrases such as
“yeah,” “no,” “right,” “sure.” Backchannels include laughter, but not “mmm”
for hesitation. By exploring the three sub-items, the extent to which
conversations are carried out coherently is investigated.
RESULTS
9. 4 Cohesive Devices
Based on the classification of Halliday and Hasan (1976) which was
explained in Table 9.1 in section 9.3.1, the transcribed data of the
participants were analyzed in terms of the five types of cohesive devices.
The following excerpt presents four of these five types: reference, ellipsis,
conjunction, and lexical cohesion. The example of another cohesive device,
substitution, is described later.
Excerpt 9.1 for Reference, Ellipsis, Conjunction, and Lexical Cohesion
(U41)
Sent
No.
Speaker Sentence and Cohesive Item Type
Presupposed
Item
1 M: uh I was surprised, uh when I hear it
is natural in Korea uh to uh, make
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2 M:
rooms for seniors in on, on the train? Uh
while in Japan it is not natural
because mmm uh we Japanese are so
shy?
[so mmm we sometimes hesitate to
make rooms for seniors.
Lex.
Ref.
Lex.
Lex.
natural (S1)
we Japanese (S1)
make rooms (S1)
for seniors (S1)
BC R: [yeah (laughter)
3 R: mmm yeah, eh, sometimes some, some
seniors get angry when we, when we,
if “please take look the seat that...”
Lex. seniors (S1)
4 M: H::I, ah yeah, they say “I'm, I'm young
[not seniors. (laughter) Ellip. I’m not seniors.
5
6
R:
R:
[yeah, I'm still young. (laughter)
yeah, that is yeah uh, sometimes I feelI whe
n if I, if I said to the, the
seniors.
“please take, take seat”?
[but he or she said "no thank you."
Lex.
Ref.
Ref.
Lex.
Lex.
Ref.
young (S4)
“I’m still young.”
(S5), seniors (S3)
seniors (S3)
take seat (S3)
senior(s) (S6)
BC M: [yeah hh? yeah(la
ughter)
7
8
R:
R:
I'm afraid.
so, so sometimes I can't say.
Ellip.
Ellip.
... afraid what?
... say to take the
seat.
9 M: mm, mm, mm, but on the contrary, some
seniors r, ru, ru, rush into the train, uh,
rush, mmm, to get a seat.
Conj.
Lex. seniors (S2)
10 R: AH::! yeah. (laughter)
11 L: uh, seniors force us to give, [give our seats uh,
mm, show their attitude.
Lex.
Ref.
seniors (S10)
seniors’(S12)
12 R: [yeah, yeah.
Note. Ref. = reference; Ellip. = ellipsis; Conj. = conjunction; Lex. = lexical cohesion; BC =
backchannels; (S1) denotes Sentence 1, for example.
Excerpt 9.1 is a part of an oral interaction carried out by a private
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university group, in which we can find some examples of cohesive devices.
The examples of reference in this excerpt are seen in Sentences 2, 6, and 11:
in the first of which, Speaker M refers to we Japanese that appears in
Sentence 1 (S1). There are three reference examples in Sentence 6: that
(indicating I’m still young), the (definite article of seniors), and he or she
(indicating senior(s)). Another example in Sentence 11 is their referring to
seniors’. Seeing that reference requires a speaker’s knowledge about the
system of reference, the more proficient the participants are, the more
references they use. In terms of reference types, pronominals such as
he/his/him are found in the participants’ interactions. However,
demonstratives and definite articles (e.g., this/these/the) and comparatives
are infrequently seen in the speakers’ conversation.
Examples of ellipsis can be found in Sentences 4, 7, and 8. In the first
example in Sentence 4, Speaker M says “I’m young, not seniors” eliminating
the subject of the latter part of the sentence. In Sentence 7, R should have
said what “I” am afraid, which possibly should be “I am afraid to tell seniors
to take the seat.” There are two possible reasons why R did not say a
complete sentence. First, she may have thought that others could guess
what she was afraid of, and second, she did not have sufficient ability to
finish the sentence. As such, Sentence 8 leaves out what she cannot say. The
examples of ellipsis in Excerpt 9.1 are not typical among the participants.
Most ellipses take the form of short answers such as “yes” or “no,” and
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ellipses that require speakers’ grammatical knowledge are hardly seen.
The only example of conjunction in Excerpt 9.1 is “... but, on the
contrary...” in Sentence 9 by Speaker M. Because other participants use
rather basic conjunctions, the use of the phrase might have contributed to
this participant’s high score, 3.63. Conjunctions found in junior high school
students’ talk are very few in number, and plain: because, and, but, or, and
of course. In contrast, senior high students can use more conjunctions such
as because, but, or, and, since, so, before, after, now, when, though, at first,
by the way, and for example. The university students use then, actually,
first, if, while, and on the contrary in addition to the conjunctions listed
above.
Lexical cohesive devices are found in Sentences 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, and 11.
The words, natural, make rooms, (for) seniors, young, and (take) seat(s),
were already used in the speakers’ previous utterances. Specifically, seniors
and seat(s) are repeatedly used by different interlocutors. Lexical cohesive
devices seem easy to use for the participants of this study as they only
repeat identical or similar words and they do not need to use their
grammatical knowledge or different vocabulary.
Another cohesive device, substitution, is not shown in Excerpt 9.1 and
is rarely seen in the data. A few examples were “me, too” for the lower level
students and “I think so” for the upper level students. The fact suggests that
the participants may have lacked the grammatical knowledge to utilize
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substitutions such as “so do I” or “one(s)”; instead, they produced repetitions
of identical words, that is, lexical cohesive devices.
Table 9.3.
Total Number of Each of the Five Types of Cohesive Devices, and Average
Number of Cohesive Devices per Participant
Ref. Sub. Ellip Conj. Lex. TOTAL
JHS 41
(0.91)
23
(0.51)
220
(4.89)
24
(0.53)
229
(5.09)
537
(11.93)
SHS 76
(1.69)
20
(0.44)
224
(4.98)
129
(2.87)
533
(11.84)
982
(21.82)
U 149
(3.31)
22
(0.49)
305
(6.78)
237
(5.27)
505
(11.22)
1,218
(27.07)
TOTAL
S. D.
266
(1.97)
(2.51)
65
(0.48)
(0.97)
749
(5.55)
(4.10)
390
(2.89)
(3.84)
1,267
(9.39)
(6.45)
2,737
(20.27)
(12.42)
Note. The number in parentheses is the average number of cohesive devices per participant.
Table 9.3 displays the total number of cohesive devices the three
educational institution groups use and their total. The numbers in
parentheses indicate the average number of cohesive devices each
participant uses. The total number of references is 266 (the average number
per participant is 1.97), substitution 65 (0.48), ellipsis 749 (5.55),
conjunction 390 (2.89), and lexical cohesion 1,267 (9.39) and the total
number of the five cohesive devices used is 2,737 (20.27). Looking at the
occurrence rate, lexical cohesive devices are observed most, followed by
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ellipsis, conjunction, and reference. Substitution is seldom seen among the
five devices. The number of substitutions and conjunctions are almost the
same for the junior high school participants; however, the discrepancy
between them becomes larger in senior high school. When it comes to
university, the number of conjunctions is more than ten times greater than
that of substitutions.
Based on the data in Table 9.3, the average number of the five types of
cohesive devices per 100 words used by a speaker was calculated, which is
displayed for the three educational institutions in Figure 9.1. What we can
see from Figure 9.1 is the cohesive devices that may indicate the
development of the participants’ English speaking ability; that is,
conjunctions (JHS; 1.2; SHS: 4.2; U: 4.9; respectively) and references (1.9;
2.4; 3.1).
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Ref Sub Ellip Conj Lex TOTAL
JHS 1.9 1.2 11.5 1.2 11.1 26.9
SHS 2.4 0.7 7.7 4.2 17.0 32.0
U 3.1 0.6 8.9 4.9 11.6 29.1
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
35
Numberof Cohesive Devices
Figure 9.1. Number of cohesive devices per 100 words used by each
participant, displayed by the three educational institutions
Note. Ref = for reference; Sub = substitution; Ellip = ellipsis; Conj = conjunction; Lex = lexical
cohesion.
Table 9.4 shows the correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau) between the
number of cohesive devices and the CEFR measures for Coherence. The
number of conjunctions per 100 words indicates that the highest correlation
is with the CEFR measures, .497, p < .01 followed by the number of
references, .289, p < .01. Lexical cohesion and the total number of cohesive
devices do not show any significant relationships with the measures.
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Table 9.4.
Correlation Coefficient (Kendall’s tau) Between the Number of Cohesive
Devices and CEFR Measures
Ref. Sub. Ellip. Conj. Lex. TOTAL CEFR
Ref. 1 -.110** -.111** .239** -.030** .139** .289**
Sub. 1** .189** -.185** -.171** .042** -.148**
Ellip. 1** -.266** -.080** .380** -.273**
Conj. 1** .065** .108** .497**
Lex. 1** .398** .046**
TOTAL 1** .012**
CEFR 1**
Note. N = 135; *p < .05. **p < .01
Although some correlation with the CEFR Coherence measures is
demonstrated, it may be difficult to conclude that the greater usage of
cohesive devices indicates proficiency; however, the usage of a small number
of cohesive devices is apt to lead to lower measures. For that reason,
encouraging students to use appropriate conjunctions may help them
improve their English speaking ability.
9. 5 Topic Development Moves
Topic development moves were explored to follow how the participants
maintained and developed the conversation by means of initiating,
responding, developing and so forth, according to the classification shown in
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Table 9.2 in section 9.3.2. Excerpt 9.2 shows some examples of topic
development moves.
Excerpt 9.2. (U38)
14 R: Thank you. Do you have a dream? <Cl><I-q>
15 M: Yes. I want to go, go to Kyushu. I like, uh, I
want to go especially Huistenbosch and I'll eat,
mm-toh, Hakata ramen.
<Dr-ac>
<DR-ex>
16 L: Really? I'm from Fukuoka. if you like ramen you had b
etter go to yatai.
<DR-ac>
<DC-b>
17 M: Ya, ya? <DC-q>
18 L: Yatai. <DR-rc>
19 M: Yatai. <DR-rc>
20 L: Eh: mm... yatai. [(laughter) <DR-rc>
21 M: [thank you. thank you <DR-ac>
22 R: Thank you. <DR-ac>
23 M: I will go there. <DC-b>
24 L: I like, uhm, there is a shopping mall which call
(inaudible). <DC-b>
BC M/R: mmm. <DR-ac>
25 L: It is good so... <DC-b>
26 M: Thank you very much. <Cl>
L/M: (laughter)
27 M: What is your dream. <I-q>
28 L: Umm, I also help people and especially I want togo de
veloping country? <DR-ex>
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
38 M: I have other dream. <I-s>
In Turn 14, the first sentence “thank you” is an example of a closing move
<Cl> which finishes the previous subordinate topic about sign language (see
Appendix B for the full transcript). Then Speaker R initiates a new topic by
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asking Speaker M <I-q> what her dream is. Speaker M responds not only
with a short answer “Yes” <Dr-ac> but also by extending the topic <DR-ex>
although the meaning of “dream” is mistreated. In the next turn, 16, the
continuing speaker, L, adds her contribution to the previous speaker, M ’s
utterance. However, M does not understand L’s last word “Yatai,” so M asks
“Ya, ya?” to L with a rising intonation <DC-q>. L answers it by repeating the
word <DR-rc>. By recycling the word <DR-rc> for three turns, M and L
confirm the word. They continue their interaction for several more turns
from Turn 21 to 25 and finally M closes the subordinate topic in Turn 26 by
saying “Thank you very much” <Cl>. Speaker M, then, initiates a new
subordinate topic by asking a question to L <I-q> in Turn 27 and the new
subordinate topic develops between the interlocutors. The last line, Turn 38,
is an example of an initiating move with a statement <I-s> with M ’s
utterance, “I have other dream [sic].”
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Table 9.5.
Total Number of Topic Development Moves and Average Number of Topic
Development Moves per Participant
Initiating Developing Move Closing
Move Continue Respond Move
I-s I-q DC-b DC-q DR-ac DR-rc DR-ex Cl
JHS 21
(0.47)
66
(1.47)
39
(0.87)
131
(2.91)
109
(2.42)
23
(0.51)
146
(3.24)
2
(0.04)
SHS 17
(0.38)
23
(0.51)
104
(2.31)
113
(2.51)
76
(1.69)
45
(1.00)
126
(2.80)
1
(0.02)
U 21
(0.47)
38
(0.84)
120
(2.67)
106
(2.31)
136
(3.02)
52
(1.16)
102
(2.27)
24
(0.20)
TOTAL
S. D.
59
(0.44)
(0.52)
127
(0.88)
(1.15)
263
(1.95)
(1.99)
350
(2.59)
(2.35)
321
(2.38)
(2.15)
120
(0.89)
(1.40)
374
(2.77)
(1.83)
27
(0.20)
(0.71)
Note. The numbers in parentheses are the average number of topic development moves per participant;
I-s stands for initiating-statement; I-q for initiating-question; DC-b for developing-continue-build; DC-q
for DC-question; DR-ac for developing-respond- acknowledgement; DR-rc for DR-recycling; DR-ex for
DR-topic extension; Cl for closing
Table 9.5 shows the total number of topic development moves and the
average number of topic development moves per participant, with the latter
shown in parentheses. <DR-ex> is the most observed moves, demonstrating
374 moves in total (2.77 moves per participant) followed by <DC-q> 350
(2.59) and <DR-ac> 321 (2.38). Although the number of topic extension
moves <DR-ex> is the largest, question and acknowledgement (short
answer) <DR-ac> seem to be very common among the speakers. With regard
to initiating moves, there are twice as many question forms <I-q> as
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statements <I-s>: 127 (0.88) to 59 (0.44). The employment of question forms
may result from the speaking format, namely, the group oral. By asking
questions, the speakers tried to share the floor, and only a few participants
dominated the interaction, which was very different from the candidates of
He and Dai (2006). The difference in the speakers’ behavior may have been
rooted in whether or not the test format was high-stakes. The participants
in this study rather enjoyed the interaction with other members of the
group because of its low-stakes condition. Most closing moves are presented
by university students, 24 out of 27 (88.9%), which means that more
proficient speakers can adequately close the interaction before initiating a
new topic. In contrast, less proficient speakers (junior and senior high
school students) tend to initiate a new topic rather abruptly. What can be
said from Table 9.5, looking at the plain number of topic development moves,
is that the participants’ speaking development can be found through
<DC-b> (39, 104, 120) and <DR-rc> (23, 45, 52) in a positive sense, and
<DC-q> (131, 113, 106) and <DR-ex> (146, 126, 102) in a negative sense.
Galaczi (2008) reported that candidates who expanded self- or
other-initiated topics received higher scores for “Interactive Communication
(IC)” in the First Certificate English (FCE) speaking test. The IC scores
given to candidates are based on four types of tasks including a paired task.
What she drew from the 30 pairs was the relationship between the IC score
and the number of topic development moves. Nonetheless, what if a
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candidate speaks longer per turn, leading to fewer turns and consequently
fewer moves? Comparing plain numbers and scores may lead to a dangerous
conclusion. As Galaczi admitted in her research in 2004 and 2008, there
were some limitations to concluding that such discourse characteristics and
operationalization had a relationship with the IC scores of the FCE
speaking test. This was because of the limited numbers of candidates (30
pairs), utilization of only one of the four tasks (the IC scores were assigned
to the four tasks), and the choice of the means of analysis.
In this study, in order to avoid dubious use of plain numbers, the total
number of moves was divided by the number of turns because most of the
moves were counted turn by turn. In other words, it may be dangerous to
draw a conclusion by looking at only the number of occurrences. For that
reason, Figure 9.2 was produced according to Table 9.5 and the number of
turns (see the next section for turn-taking) to depict the average number of
topic development moves per participant which was divided by the number
of turns. Though not shown, the total number of topic development moves
also increased in line with their proficiency level; 1.25 for the junior high
schools, 1.46 for the senior high schools, and 1.50 for the universities.
Accordingly, three types of topic development moves, <DC-b>, <DR-rc>, and
the total number of moves, suggest the speakers’ improvement in speaking.
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I-s I-q DC-b DC-q DR-ac DR-rc DR-ex Cl
JHS 0.06 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.26 0.05 0.35 0.01
SHS 0.05 0.07 0.25 0.38 0.15 0.09 0.46 0.00
U 0.05 0.08 0.30 0.23 0.38 0.14 0.26 0.06
0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.25
0.30
0.35
0.40
0.45
0.50
Number of Moves
Figure 9.2. Average number of topic development moves used by each
participant per turn displayed by the three educational institutions
Note. For the abbreviation, see Table 9.5.
The correlation coefficient between the topic development moves per
turn and the CEFR measures is displayed in Table 9.6. As can be seen, only
a few items have correlations: between the number of topic moves per
turn, .291, p < .01 and <DC-b>, .255, p < .01. Regarding the level of
correlation, no items can be regarded as highly correlated with the CEFR
measures.
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Table 9.6.
Correlation Coefficient (Kendall’s tau) Between Number of Topic
Development Moves per Turn and CEFR measures
Note. N = 135; *p < .05. **p < .01; T/turn = the number of topic moves per turn; For other abbreviation,
see Table 9.5
9. 6 Coherence of Subordinate Topics
To investigate whether the participants’ conversations were formed
coherently, the coherence of subordinate topics was explored by looking at
the following three subitems group by group.
a) Number of subordinate topics
b) Number of turns taken on each subordinate topic
c) Number of words relating to each subordinate topic
The reason for employing group analysis rather than individual analysis
Initiating Developing Move Closing Total CEFR
Move Continue Respond Move Ratings
I-s I-q DC-b DC-q DR-ac DR-rc DR-ex Cl
I-s 1 .080 -.051* -.083 .017** .084** -.250** .053* -.006** -.044**
I-q 1 -.139* .065 .024** -.102** -.199** .102* .000** -.099**
DC-b 1 -.050 .036** .176** -.266** .016* .186** .255**
DC-q 1** -.196** -.128** -.093** -.042* .258** .087**
DR-ac 1** .076** -.177** .037* .247** .040**
DR-rc 1* -.190** .153* .202** .137**
DR-ex 1* -.116* .038** -.065**
Cl 1 .047** .161**
T/turn 1** .291**
CEFR 1**
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was that the topics, either the main topic or the subordinate topics, were
shared by all the three members of each group.
Table 9.7.
Average Numbers Relating to Coherence of Subordinate Topics per
Educational Group
Number of
subtopics
Number of
turns
Number of
words
Number of
turns/topic
Number of
words/topic
CEFR
measures
JHS 4.66 34.40 159.3 7.37 34.12 -6.35
SHS 3.26 27.93 265.4 8.55 81.24 -2.81
U 3.86 34.40 369.8 8.90 95.64 -0.08
Mean 3.93 32.24 264.8 8.20 67.33 -3.08
Note. N=45 (JHS=15, SHS=15, U=15)
Table 9.7 displays the average numbers relating to coherence of
subordinate topics per educational group. As is shown in the table, the
number of subordinate topics discussed does not show a marked difference
among the three educational groups, although junior high participants
changed topics a few more times, 4.66, compared to senior high participants
3.26 and university participants 3.86. The number of turns and the number
of turns per topic also show no significant difference among the groups. In
contrast, regarding the number of words and the number of words used on
each subordinate topic, there are clear differences among the three groups.
A junior high group utters 159.3 words, a senior high group utters 265.4
words, and university group utters 369.8 words on average. In terms of the
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number of words used on each subordinate topic, there is a small difference
in the numbers between the senior high groups and the university groups:
81.24 to 95.64. Meanwhile, the senior high groups use more than twice as
many words compared with the junior high school groups: 81.24 to 34.12.
The university groups use three times as many words as the junior high
students. This result indicates that the novice students are likely to change
topics even when the topics have not been sufficiently discussed.
The difference is not indicated only by the number of words uttered on
each subordinate topic but also by their quality.
58.6%
53.2%
35.7%
36.2%
23.4%
21.4%
5.2%
23.4%
42.9%
U
SHS
JHS
Smooth Rather abrupt Abrupt
Figure 9.3. Manner of topic change
Figure 9.3 shows how the participants change their subordinate topics.
“Change topics smoothly” means that the participants naturally initiate or
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change subordinate topics. “Change topics abruptly” means that they
suddenly shift topics without letting their interlocutors know about the
topic change. Nearly half, 42.9 % of the junior high school students change
topics suddenly (64.3% when “rather abrupt” is added). On the other hand,
58.6 % of the university students shift to the next topic smoothly and
coherently. In addition, only 5.2 % of the university participants change
topics abruptly. The senior high students stand in the middle. This figure
indicates their development in terms of coherent turn-takings. The
following excerpts demonstrate their differences in terms of subordinate
topic change.
Excerpt 9.3. (JHS3)
4 M: My, I'm a member of the art club.
5 R: What do you like favourite subject.
6 L: I favourite science.
7 M: I favourite? science.
8 M: What do you like sports?
9 R: I like, I like toh uh? I like to play
10 M: Badminton.
11 R: Badminton?
12 L: I like to play Kyudo.
13 L: Do you like school lunch?
14 M: Yes, I do.
15 R: Yes…
16 M: Do you like English?
Excerpt 9.3 is an example of topic change by a junior high school
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group. In Turns 5, 8, 13, and 16 (indicated by arrows: ) there are
unexpected changes of topic. In Turn 4, although Speaker M talks about
his art club, Speaker R asks L what his favourite subject is, as if R has no
interest in M ’s club activity. However, in Turn 8, M himself asks an
irrelevant question about what sport R likes right after answering that he
likes science. It can be hypothesized that their common subordinate topic
is what they “like,” but still the shifts sound rather abrupt because all the
group members carry out minimum adjacency pair interactions. This
seems to be due to insufficient size of vocabulary and limited variety of
expressions. The fact indicates the cause of the difference in the number of
words used per subordinate topic.
Excerpt 9.4. (U45)
5 L: Uh:: I agree with you. I'm when I was a high school student?I went
to Canada to, to join the culture exchange program
and there are uhm there were a lot of Korean students and
they know, they knew about Japanese culture a lot. But I
don't, I didn't know about Korean culture... and they, they
loved to listen “X Japan”? But, but you know uhm our eh,
our generation don't, didn't have a didn't know a lot about
“X Japan”? Uh, so they really wanted to talk about X Japan with Jap
anese students but we don't know about that so we don't, we don't k
now about that. So it's interesting, aren't
they.
6 R: But nowadays we can see the Korean movies and TV
program? So, can learn more uh: than, um than before. Yeah.
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Excerpt 9.4 is an example of a smooth topic change of a university group. In
Turn 5, Speaker L talks about Korean students who are interested in “X
Japan.” Responding to what L says, Speaker R initiates a new topic about
Korean movies and TV programs (indicated by an arrow: ). Although R
changes the topic, the shift sounds natural as R says “but” when starting
her turn and talks about “Korean” movies and TV programs, using a lexical
cohesive device that the previous speaker used.
To avoid being abrupt, the participants try to adopt various strategies.
First, a speaker closes the current topic by saying “OK?” or “Thank you.”
and letting interlocutors realize that the speaker is going to change the
topic. Second, a speaker suggests another interlocutor take the floor by
saying, “Now, it’s your turn.” or “How about you?” Third, a speaker tells
interlocutors that the speaker is going to change the topic by saying “By the
way.” In Excerpt 9.3, no interlocutors employ such strategies; instead they
change the topics unexpectedly. This fact may have caused them to be given
lower ratings.
Coherence of subordinate topics was mainly explored turn by turn
and group by group. The correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau) between
the subitems and the CEFR Coherence measures is shown in Table 9.8
which suggests a high correlation between the CEFR measures and the
number of words (.718, p < .01) and the number of words per topic (.570, p
< .01). As was evidenced in the result of the CEFR Range in chapter 5, the
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number of words (tokens) explains the participants’ scores well. The
analysis for Range was conducted individually and this analysis for
Coherence was carried out by averaging the participants’ data as a group.
For all that, the number of words seems to have a great power in ratings.
Table 9.8.
Correlation Coefficient (Kendall’s tau) Between Items Relating to
Coherence of Subordinate Topics and the CEFR Measures for Coherence
Number of
subtopics
Number of
turns
Number of
words
Number of
turns/s-topic
Number of
words/s-topic
CEFR
measures
Subtopics 1** .419** -.133** -.255** -.619** -.211**
Turns 1** -.036** .395** -.287** -.143**
Words 1** .085** .558** .718**
Turns/topic 1** .207** .090**
Words/topic 1** .570**
CEFR 1**
Note. N=45; *p < .05. **p < .01; Subtopic or s-topic stand for subordinate topic(s)
9. 7 Discussion
The first analysis was carried out to investigate how cohesive devices
were utilized to connect sentences in the participants’ discourses. Among
the five cohesive devices, the usage of conjunctions and references
demonstrated the participants’ developments, and the highest correlation
coefficient was observed in the use of conjunction, .497, p < .01. It may be
difficult to deduce that the increase in the usage of conjunction is the source
of higher scores; however, less proficient speakers surely employed fewer
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numbers of cohesive devices. Therefore, teaching students with a basic
knowledge about the cohesive devices, including conjunctions, is one way to
make their discourses more cohesive and ultimately coherent.
The purpose of the second analysis was to find out how the participants
developed their topics turn by turn. The speakers’ developments were
observed both in the total number of <DC-b> and <DR-rc> and the number
of <DC-b> and <DR-rc> per turn (DC-b stands for developing-continue-
build and DR-rc for developing-respond-recycling). Nevertheless, the
correlation coefficients for these moves were not high, .291 for <DC-b>
and .255 for <DR-rc>. One obvious finding was that the university students
could employ the closing moves before finishing the topic or starting a new
topic. This phenomenon, however, may be attributable not only due to their
English developments but also from their maturity. Negishi (2004) reported
that some abilities were acquired not only from an acquisition of L2 but also
maturity, specifically concerning sociolinguistic developments.
The last analysis involved the coherence of subordinate topics. The
number of subordinate topics, the number of turns, and the number of turns
per topic showed no marked differences between the educational
institutions. On the other hand, the number of words and the number of
words per subordinate topic demonstrated a strong relationship with their
ability both in their development and in the correlation coefficients,
demonstrating .718 and .570 respectively. The number of words was counted
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individually in the analysis of Range, and recounted as a group in this
chapter. Both results indicated that the number of words (or syllables; see
chapter 7) has a substantial influence to the impression of proficiencies of
the L2 speakers.
The younger or less proficient speakers tended to change topics
abruptly (42.9% of the junior high school students); by contrast, this was
rarely seen (5.2%) among the university students. The junior high school
speakers’ abrupt topic changes may stem mainly from their deficiency of the
L2 knowledge but partly from their immaturity in terms of their
sociolinguistic views. In this case, it might be slightly difficult to expand
their speaking abilities with respect to developing their coherence.
9. 8 Summary
Chapter 9 described the analysis concerning the last subcategory,
Coherence, in the CEFR criteria. Subsequent to the descriptions of cohesion
and coherence, three types of analyses were presented: cohesive devices
(sentence by sentence), topic development moves (turn by turn), and
coherence of subordinate topics (turn by turn and group by group).
Following the brief account of the prior studies, the analyses of the
participants’ discourse were advanced. As for the usage of cohesive devices,
although some relationships between the CEFR measures were observed, it
was difficult to conclude that the usage of cohesive devices greatly affected
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the raters’ ratings. In terms of the topic development moves, two types of
development moves <DC-b> and <DR-rc>, and the total number of moves
indicated the development of the participants’ speaking abilities; however,
no items demonstrated a high correlation with the CEFR measures. The
last analysis was related to the coherence of subordinate topics suggesting
that the number of words had a substantial influence on the ratings.
In the next chapter, all the analyzed data are scrutinized by means of
neural network analysis.
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Chapter 10
NEURAL NETWORKS
10. 1 Introduction
In the last chapter, the neural network analysis provided
scrutinization of all the analyzed data to find out the specific items that can
infer the participants’ speaking abilities compendiously, for it may be
difficult to analyze the various types of items in a classroom situation. The
basic theory of neural network and the methodology issues leads the
analysis.
10. 2 History of Neural Networks
Neural network originally refers to a network of biological neurons in
human brain. Neural networks for a statistical analysis, in contrast, refers
to an artificial neural network in which computer program imitates some
properties of biological neural network and “learn” patterns which lead to
subsequent statistical estimation.
In the 1940s, some researchers began to use machines to process
intellectual information, such as logical operations and calculations. In 1945,
von Neumann advanced an idea for a serial processing, which consequently
brought dramatic improvements by its fast processing capability. On the
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other hand, researchers McCulloch and Pitts (1943) developed the neural
network models grounded by the theory of neurology, a study that
investigated how human neurons worked, using the parallel processing. The
human brain consists of 14 billion neurons, each of which can process
information slowly, 10 times per second, compared with the serial
computing machine which can process 100 million times per second.
Although each neuron works at a slow speed, the brain as a whole processes
a great amount of information with the aid of the parallel processing.
Nonetheless, the McCulloch and Pitts’s basic models were unable to bring
solutions against substantial problems. Rosenblatt designed a primary
model of neural networks in 1958. His model, Perceptron, was a simplified
biological neural mechanism such as a human visual system. Perceptron,
however, was evidenced to be linear-separable in 1969 by Minsky and
Papert who showed the limitations of Perceptrons, causing many
researchers to be discouraged in further developing the theory. Even during
that time, some researchers continued to work on neural networks such as
pattern recognition, heterostasis (neuronal learning), back-propagation
learning, and a step wise trained multilayered neural network. Through the
continuous progress, neural networks have demonstrated a significant
advancement, according to Stergiou and Siganos (1996). The Neural
network models today have been utilized in various fields; recognition of a
speaker’s communication, psychology, neurology, medicine, data validation
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as well as in business, owing to its potential and development of parallel
architecture.
10. 3 Architecture of Neural Networks
According to Stergiou and Siganos (1996), “Neural networks, with
their remarkable ability to derive meaning from complicated or imprecise
data, can be used to extract patterns and detect trends that are too complex
to be noticed” (1.3).
A biological information processing is undergone in the networks in
which neurons are interconnected. Each neuron receives an excitatory input
from the connected neurons and when the sum of electrical signals reaches
a pre-set threshold, it sends a spike of electrical signal. There are feedback
systems in brains which consequently make the system very complicated.
The basic model of an artificial neuron is shown in Figure 10.1, expressed by
mathematical models. If the weighted sum of an input is larger than a
pre-set threshold value, it outputs 1; if not, it outputs 0. Artificial networks
are comprised of highly interconnected processing elements.
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Figure 10.1. A model of threshold logical unit (Araki, 2007, p. 72)
There are two types of artificial neural network processings in parallel:
feedforward and back propagation (BP). The latter sends back error signals
in order to correct the weights while networks receive input signals from
input units through output units. For this reason, the BP is considered to be
a very complex process. On the contrary, the feedforward networks are
usually expressed by a simple architecture, which does not include feedback
systems and only allows one-way processing. An example of a feedforward
network is shown in Figure 10.2.
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Input layer Middle(hidden) layer Output layer
Figure 10.2 An example of a simple feedforward neural network (Stergiou &
Siganos, 1996, 4.2)
A feedforward network is configured with three layers: an input layer,
a middle (hidden) layer, and an output layer. An input layer feeds raw
information into the network and corresponds a biotical cell that receives
external stimulus in terms of a biological point of view (e.g., visual nerve) or
an independent variable with regard to a statistical point of view; a middle
layer is a cell that passes the signal to the brain using the activity
information of the input layer and the weights while connecting between the
input layers and the output layers; an output layer corresponds a brain cell
that classifies the data or a dependent variable.
In each unit of the middle layer of feedforward networks, a sigmoid
function, not a linear threshold function, transfers input signals and
weights. A sigmoid function, called an S-curve function (shown in Figure
10.3), processes the non-linear conversion as the brain functions and
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thereby feedforward neural networks can reach closer to the non-linear
decision boundary. Considering the fact that most of the analyzed data were
not normal and did not satisfy a linear separable requirement, feedforward
neural networks were likely to be fit for analyzing the obtained data in this
study.
S(x) =
1+e-x
1
Figure 10.3. An example of a sigmoid function and curve
Neural network analysis has gained considerable popularity both in
engineering and in business; for example, it is incorporated in an
unspecified speaker’s sound recognition, hand-written character recognition,
sales forecasting, customer research, and marketing. However, in the field
of linguistics, neural networks involve very few researches except the
simulation on children’s language acquisitions. One of such few examples
that utilized a neural network analysis can be found in Tsubaki, Yasuda,
Yamamoto, and Sagisaka (2010). They estimated English learners’
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language proficiencies using the vocabulary frequency statistics by means of
the neural network analysis, in which the correlation coefficients were
calculated between the learners’ TOEIC scores and estimated scores
calculated based on their vocabulary frequency statistics. The results
showed that the vocabulary frequency statistics that the learners actually
used demonstrated a strong correlation of nearly 0.8 with their TOEIC
scores. Corresponding relationships between the estimated scores and real
scores suggested the applicability of English proficiency evaluation.
10. 4 Analysis of This Study
In order to conduct the statistical computing, a popular, open-source
language, R, was utilized. R can provide both linear and non-linear
modelling, which was useful to analyze the data set of this study. Since most
of the data obtained were frequency data, it was difficult to estimate the
CEFR measures with a general statistical analysis such as a multiple linear
regression analysis.
In this study, feedforward three-layered neural network analysis was
employed. Figure 10.4 shows a simplified view of the model. Eighty-two
item data, such as the mean length of runs and the total number of words
were put into the input layer. The second layer, namely an intermediate
layer, utilized the sigmoid functions as the conversion functions while using
two-thirds of the input data. The neural networks studied the data and
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learned their patterns through 1,000 iterations. When the preset iterations
were completed, the output layer output the learners’ estimated values.
When estimated values were obtained, they were compared with the actual
measurement values, the CEFR measures, by means of calculating
correlation coefficients.
correlation
Figure 10.4. Simplified view of a feedforward artificial neural network
The procedure of the estimation was as follows:
(1) Preparation: all the analyzed data of the 135 participants on the
82 items were divided into three data sets in order to use two-thirds
of the data as input data and one-third for estimation. For example,
the data of Speaker 1L and 1M of group JHS1, 2M and 2R of JHS2,
and3R and 3L of JHS3, and so forth, were used as input data. The
Item 1
Item N
Input layer Intermediate layer Output layer
Parameter control
Estimated values
CEFR measures
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data of the remaining speaker of each group, 1R, 2L, 3M, and so
forth, was used to make an estimation.
(2) The input data were calibrated using sigmoid functions in the
intermediate layer where different parameters were examined: three
weighting factors, 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7 and three and four units with
1,000 iterations respectively.
(3) Accordingly, the calibration produced estimated values for the
remaining one-third of the data in the output layer.
(4) The correlation coefficients were calculated between the
estimated values and the CEFR measures (observed values).
It was predicted that inputting all the obtained data from the 82
items would output the best result because neural network learns
patterns from various data including low correlated variables; however,
analyzing the 82 items based on the five subcategories was not practical
in schools. Hence, neural network calculation was carried out under the
following three conditions for more efficient estimations of the CEFR
measures:
(1) Inputting all of the 82 items;
(2) Inputting 15 items that showed high correlation, over 0.5,
between the CEFR measures chosen from the five categories; and
(3) Inputting only 8 items that showed high correlation, over 0.6,
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between the CEFR measures chosen from the five categories.
Table 10.1.
Items Used for Neural Network Analysis Showing High Correlation
Coefficients with CEFR Measures of Each Subcategory
Subcategory Item
Correlation
coefficients 15 items 8 items
Range
Number of tokens .541 レ
Number of types .622 レ レ
Guiraud index .598 レ
Total number of formulaic sequences .651 レ レ
Number of tokens per clausal unit .598 レ
Accuracy Ratio of self-corrections per error .209 レ レ
Fluency
Total speaking time including pause time .626 レ レ
Number of syllables including dysfluency .772 レ レ
Total number of words .752 レ レ
Number of filled pauses per minute .503 レ
Number of pauses at a clause boundary per
minute
.525 レ
Interaction
Global Interactional Patterns (group data) .586 レ
Global Interactional Patterns (group +
individual)
.607 レ レ
Coherence
Number of words used as a group .718 レ レ
Number of words used per subordinate topic as
a group
.570 レ
It should be noted that (2) and (3) included one item (the number of
self-corrections per total number of errors) from Accuracy which showed
the highest correlation but did not reach either 0.5 or 0.6. It was because
the author thought that at least one item from each subcategory should
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be included when estimating the Global assessment. In addition, the
number of syllables including/excluding dysfluency both showed the same
correlation coefficients and only one of which, the number of syllables
including dysfluency, was selected. The items used for the neural network
analysis for (2) and (3) are shown in Table 10.1.
RESULTS
10. 5 Neural Network Analysis
Table 10.2 illustrates the results of the neural network analysis,
which show the correlation coefficients between the estimated values and
the observed values (the CEFR Global assessment measures). The
rightmost column shows the parameters used for the estimation.
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Table 10.2. Correlation Coefficients Between Estimated Values and CEFR
Global Assessment Measures with Parameters Used
Data used for neural
network analysis
Correlation
coefficients
Parameters
All of the 82 items 0.851
-Number of middle layer: 4
-Weight: 0.7
-Number of iteration: 1,000
15 items with correlation
coefficients over 0.5
0.841
-Number of middle layer: 3
-Weight: 0.3
-Number of iteration: 1,000
8 items with correlation
coefficients over 0.6
0.840
-Number of middle layer: 3
-Weight: 0.3
-Number of iteration: 1,000
As can be seen from Table 10.2, the correlation coefficients slightly
decrease as the number of items becomes less. Nevertheless, analyzing 82
items over five subcategories is impractical and it would be more useful if
we could estimate speakers’ overall speaking ability by using fewer
numbers of items. Viewing in this light, employing only eight items is the
most practical, namely, the number of types, the total number of
formulaic sequences (Range), the ratio of self-corrections per error
(Accuracy), the total speaking time including pause time, the number of
syllables including dysfluency, and the total number of words (Fluency),
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the total scores of Global Interactional Patterns (group + individual;
Interaction), and the number of words used as a group (Coherence). It
was not recommended to use less number of items because neural
network analysis requires at least five or six data sets. In short, it has
come to a result that we could estimate speakers’ language ability in the
group oral in a higher possibility, .840, using only eight items.
Interestingly, the eight items were broken into all the subcategories
(excluding Accuracy) and the items in Interaction and Coherence were of
group data, which meant that the important data set was taken not only
from individual data but also from group data.
Figures 10.5–10.7 display the graphs that plot the relationships
between the CEFR measures and the estimated values calculated by the
neural network analysis. Each dot depicts an estimated value for a member
from each of the 45 groups. As shown in Table 10.2, Figure 10.5 shows the
strongest correlation of 851. Figure 10.5 (with 82 items) indicates that the
more proficient speakers, who received over –3 in the CEFR measures, tend
to be estimated better than their actual evaluations. Likewise, Figure 10.6
(with 15 items) shows a group of participants who are estimated better than
the observed CEFR measures (inside the dotted line). If the group is not
found inside the dotted line, the slope of the collinear approximation would
approach to 1. Contrary in Figure 10.7 (with 8 items), the slope of the
collinear approximation is close to 1; instead, some speakers were estimated
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more severely than the other two cases. It can be drawn from the figures
that although the correlation coefficients are high, there are individuals
who are estimated better or worse. It was difficult to find a specific feature
to determine why there were discrepancies between the estimated values
and observed values.
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Figure 10.5. Relationship between CEFR measures and estimated values
when 82 items were input
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Figure 10.6. Relationship between CEFR measures and estimated values
when 15 items were input
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Figure 10.7. Relationship between CEFR measures and estimated values
when 8 items were input
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10. 6 Discussion
In this chapter, the participants’ scores were estimated by the neural
network analysis. This study has already obtained the rating scores
assigned by the ten human raters, and the speakers’ characteristics were
drawn from the discrete item analysis. The aim of the neural network
analysis was to examine the relationship between the total scores (CEFR
Global measures) and all of the 82 items for grasping the general
representation of the study. Furthermore, an inquiry was conducted by
using the neural network analysis which has been rarely used in the field of
linguistics, to see whether less numbers of items could estimate the human
raters’ evaluations. As the result, the participants’ Global speaking abilities
were estimated by using fewer numbers, 15 or 8 items, as well as all 82
items. This method could be used in the case where thorough analysis would
be difficult for the obtained spoken samples.
Every effort was made to select the items that would represent each
subcategory; however, it should be noted that the items might not represent
the subcategories. When reducing the number of items to 15 or 8, the
possibility to represent the subcategories may decrease even if a high
correlation coefficient was obtained.
Additionally, further research should be carried out in order to
compare the results with those by human raters; for instance, whether
raters perceive these items as the representation of a certain type of
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speaking ability.
10. 7 Summary
Chapter 10 calculated all the data obtained from the analysis through
chapters 5 to 10. Prior to the computations, how neural networks have
developed and how they simulated biological neurons were explained. The
calculation was carried out by a feedforward artificial neural network
inputting three types of data: all of the 82 items, 15 items with correlation
coefficient over 0.5, and 8 items with over 0.6 in the CEFR measures. The
three types of estimations drew highly correlated values.
Next chapter concludes this study and presents limitations of the study,
pedagogical implications, and future research.
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Chapter 11
CONCLUSION
11. 1 Introduction
The final chapter summarizes the results and answers the research
questions presented in section 1.4. Pedagogical implications based on the
study are presented, and future research is considered for the purpose of
compensating the limitations of this study as well as developing further
research concerning the group oral.
11. 2 Findings
11. 2. 1 Ratings
Research Question 1
How raters assess the participants interacting in a group of three in
terms of their consistency, severity/leniency, bias and their interaction when
both the raters and the participants are Japanese?
A multi-faceted Rasch analysis provided information about the group
oral test format in the situation where the participants and the raters were
Japanese.
The findings demonstrated equivalent or larger significant differences
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among the raters as compared to the findings of other studies. Since the
differences did not seem to stem from errors or internal inconsistencies, the
rater-category and rater-speaker biases were explored to establish whether
or not there were any systematic patterns between them. In terms of the
rater-category bias, proof was submitted that two categories, Coherence and
Interaction, were biased. With regard to the rater-speaker bias, more raters
were likely to rate the university students more harshly and the junior high
school students more leniently. Calibrating with the aid of FACETS helped
to find a rater who showed great variability. Looking into the characteristics
of the participants who displayed underfit values in their speaking ability,
the raters had varied opinions about the participants who showed both high
and low language abilities (e.g., those displaying fluency with less accuracy).
It might be possible to control such variances by building a consensus
among raters by having them identify certain attributes in the speakers.
11. 2. 2 Participants’ Characteristics Based on Five Subcategories
Research Question 2
What are the characteristics and developmental phenomena of the
participants when analyzing their speaking samples based on the five
subcategories of the CEFR criteria: Range, Accuracy, Fluency, Interaction,
and Coherence?
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Range
With regard to the features and developmental characteristics
according to the participants’ educational level, the following features were
observed; the total number of tokens and types, the Guiraud index and the
total number of formulaic sequences showed clear developmental
phenomena in terms of lexical diversity. Although most of the tokens and
types were basic-level vocabulary, the university speakers more often used
higher level words. With regard to syntactical complexity, the analysis of
C-units indicated that the number of tokens per clausal unit showed a clear
development rather than those of per non-clausal unit. With respect to the
number of clauses per clausal-unit, there was also evidence of development
in that the university speakers used more complex sentences.
The CEFR measures showed the highest correlation between the
number of types, the Guiraud index, and the number of tokens per
clausal-unit. Specifically, the Guiraud index provided a way of
differentiating between the participants, including lower-level speakers,
whereas the TTR did not. Relationships were also found with other
elements, while the TTR and the number of tokens per non-clausal unit did
not correlate well with the CEFR measures. Qualitative analysis suggested
that, although the number of tokens demonstrated a high correlation with
the CEFR measures, this was not always the case. The raters seemed to
require the more proficient speakers to focus on both the quantity and the
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quality of their talk, which was indicated in 11.2.1 where the results
suggested that the raters evaluated the university students more harshly.
The correlation coefficients for lexical indices were much higher than for
syntactical indices, so that lexical diversity could be a useful indicator of a
wider range of speech.
Accuracy
According to the results of error analysis, Accuracy did not
demonstrate the participants’ developmental characteristics or
relationships with the CEFR measures. The 12 main error types—noun,
verb, auxiliary, adjective, adverb, preposition, article, pronoun, conjunction,
relative, interrogative, and others—were examined. The most common
errors were the verb errors (28%), followed by the noun errors (17%), the
article errors (13%), the pronoun errors (10%), and the preposition errors
(9%). The number of errors per 100 words did not show much difference
among the speakers’ educational level. The article errors were
predominantly omissions in indefinite articles, more so than in definite
articles.
In terms of the number of self-corrections per total number of errors,
the senior high school students corrected their utterance the most, followed
by the university students, and the junior high school students. The
correlation coefficient between the ratio of self-correction and the CEFR
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measures was not high but notable showing .209 at p < .01. This value
showed a better feature than that of the error analysis.
Fluency
The study explored the participants’ fluency with reference to the two
major aspects: temporal variables and hesitation phenomena, including
such features of pauses as characteristics and pause placing. To investigate
the extent to which variables and phenomena influence fluency, various
items that would have the potential to explain the speakers’ development
were analyzed.
In terms of the temporal variables, the mean length of pauses, the total
speaking time including pause time, the total number of syllables
including/excluding dysfluency, and the total number of words
demonstrated significant differences among the three educational
institutions, that is, the level of education was likely to impact the
participants’ fluency development. In contrast, the speech rate, the
articulation rate, the mean length of runs, and the number of silent and
filled pauses, contrary to other research, were not determined by the
educational level. The results suggested that the participants of this study
were at a similar or lower level than the lower-intermediate speakers of
Kormos and Denes (2004). Wiese (1984) reported that different speech rates
were observed between native speakers and non-native speakers.
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Comparing the speech rates and articulation rates of low-fluency speakers
seemed to be unproductive. The correlation between the temporal variables
and the CEFR measures indicated that the total number of syllables
including/excluding dysfluency and the total number of words could be
indices for higher measures. Additional analysis was carried out to confirm
the developmental phenomena among the three educational institutions,
again validating the same three variables: the total number of syllables,
both including and excluding dysfluency, and the total number of words.
An analysis of pauses showed that the junior high school students
tended to pause within clauses, the senior high school and university
students were likely to pause at grammatical junctures, and the university
students paused for a shorter time. Nevertheless, sorting the mean length of
pauses and the mean number of pauses by the four pause locations—at a
clause boundary, phrase boundary, before or after dysfluency, and within a
phrase—suggested that only the unexpected placement of pauses was a
distinguishing factor; the less fluent speakers paused at unexpected places
(within phrases) the most and university students the least. Otherwise, the
pause location did not seem to play an important role in determining
speakers’ fluency.
There were not many instances of hesitation variables, and it might be
difficult to identify relationships between the hesitation phenomena and the
students’ development. The correlation between hesitation variables and
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the CEFR measures were not significant, either. The only item that
indicated a negative correlation was the use of Japanese; less usage of
Japanese implied more fluency.
Although fluency is said to be a major factor in judging L2 speakers’
proficiency, this study did not clearly support the accepted notions. It seems
that the results stemmed from the participants’ low proficiency, whereas
other studies investigated more advanced speakers. However, this study
represents the current situation of students in Japan, with the exception of
returnees. The three indices, the total number of syllables including/
excluding dysfluency and the total number of words, can be useful when
confined to Japanese students.
Interaction
The study concerning Interaction explored the various characteristics
of the participants’ interaction qualitatively and quantitatively in terms of
the Global Interactional Patterns and the Interactional Functions.
With regard to the Global Interactional Patterns, four types of patterns
were investigated, including a newly discovered pattern termed
under-developed, which was not in Galaczi’s (2008) research because the
candidates of her study were more proficient speakers. The same could be
said of Storch’s (2002) study as regards the level of the candidates. The
difference in the interactional patterns was likely to be rooted not in the test
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format, that is, dyadic or triadic, but rather in the dissimilarity of the
speakers’ language/speaking ability.
Studies of the relationship between the interactional patterns and the
Interactive Communication (IC) scores (Galaczi) or the CEFR measures
(this study) exhibited similar results; the collaborative pattern yielded the
highest scores, the asymmetrical the second highest, and the parallel the
lowest. Nevertheless, this study provided an empirical evidence for the
existence of a lower-level pattern, under-developed. There was a
considerable difference in the CEFR measures: 0.16 logits between
collaborative and asymmetrical, 1.10 logits between asymmetrical and
parallel, and 3.72 logits between parallel and under-developed. This
disjuncture denoted that merging the under-developed pattern into the
other three might be unreasonable.
As for the relationship between the Global Interactional Patterns
(encompassing group and individual characteristics) and the CEFR
measures, a high correlation was observed (0.607). There is, however, a
limit to the effectiveness of representing the patterns numerically, because
the group characteristics contributed to the high correlation more than the
individual characteristics. This fact suggests that assessment should be
assigned to a whole group, not to an individual. May (2009) argues the
possibility of giving a single score to a dyad, according to the result of
discourse analysis and the raters’ notes on the candidate-candidate
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interaction. Yet the problem arises, as May mentions, of assigning a single
score to asymmetrical dyads. It would be more difficult and complicated if a
single score were assigned to a group. More score-focused investigation of
this issue is necessary.
In terms of the second interactional characteristics, the Interactional
Functions, various features were unearthed. Some characteristics displayed
an association with the development of the participants’ language ability;
nonetheless, no statistical significance was found. Irrespective of the lack of
statistical significance, Modifying or developing the topic demonstrated
some relationship with educational levels. In other words, the university
participants could modify or develop self- or other-initiated topics better
than the high school students, who, in turn, performed better than the
junior high school students. This result is similar to that of Galaczi (2008),
in which collaborative interactions that exhibited the “topic extension move”
demonstrated expansion and modification/development of the interlocutor’s
utterance. In addition, less proficient speakers were likely to use Asking for
information or opinion more, which indicates that they employ
other-nominated turns rather than self-nominated turns. Negotiation of
meaning equally demonstrated this phenomenon. The more proficient the
participants, the more they were inclined to use this strategy. Specifically,
the university participants tried to negotiate meanings that related to the
collaborative interactions, such as Asking for help and Responding to help
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or Correcting or suggesting words and Uptaking correction or suggestion.
Considering the fact that the collaborative interactions yielded higher
scores, asking for help or making mistakes, which are inevitably corrected,
does not necessarily indicate a lack of interactional competence. Rather,
collaboratively building the conversation seems to be more important.
The overall features demonstrated by the more proficient speakers of
this study were similar to the subjects of Brooks’ study (2009); namely, their
dialogues showed a more complex, co-constructed, and collaborative nature,
with more interactions and negotiation of meaning.
Coherence
Three research topics were explored to obtain a picture of coherence,
that is, cohesive devices, topic development moves, and coherence of
subordinate topics.
With regard to the cohesive devices, references were used more often
by more proficient speakers. By contrast, less proficient speakers were
likely to use more ellipses among the five cohesive devices. The most
observed cohesive choice was a lexical device and the least common one was
substitution. The number of conjunctions demonstrated the highest
correlation with the CEFR measures; nonetheless, frequent usage of
conjunctions did not procure higher scores. It seems to be difficult to
conclude that the number of cohesive devices always attract higher scores.
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However, employment of a very small number of cohesive devices leads to
lower scores. Having second language learners learn how to understand and
use cohesive devices will progress their “natural-sounding” language as
Milne asserts, “In TESOL, teaching about cohesion has benefits for all
skills.” (2000, p. 21)
With respect to the topic development moves, the number of topic
extension moves was the most frequently observed type, and
acknowledgement and question forms were also common. The high
frequency of utilization of question forms seemed to be caused by this
interaction style, group oral, since the group members tried to interact
cooperatively. Additionally, university students were more apt to close a
subordinate topic appropriately than younger speakers. Nonetheless, no
high correlations were found between the topic development moves and the
CEFR measures.
Concerning the coherence of subordinate topics, the number of words
and the number of words used per subordinate topic were confirmed to have
high correlations with the CEFR measures. Just as was observed in the
topic development moves, the novice learners were apt to change topics
abruptly. More proficient participants seemed to make use of strategies such
as closing the current topic, giving the floor to another interlocutor, and
letting other group members know the topic change.
Although the coherence of subordinate topics was investigated
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through the behaviour of each group rather than individually, a high
correlation with the CEFR measures was observed. As was suggested in
the section on Interaction, the possibility of assigning scores as a group
should be considered.
11. 2. 3 CEFR Rating Criteria
Research Question 3
How efficiently can CEFR rating scales evaluate the participants’
speaking abilities? Can the CEFR rating criteria be operated without
modification for the Japanese learners of English including the lower level
students?
The CEFR rating categories and their levels were evidenced to be valid,
as the errors were small and equal among the categories. Nonetheless, the
fact that 80% of the participants were categorized as Below A1, A1, and A2,
suggests that more detailed criteria for lower levels need to be created for
Japanese learners of English. There were no speakers assessed as Proficient
Users (C1, C2) in the study, and the participants’ overall speaking ability
was judged as low, which might demonstrate the outcome of the current
situation of Japanese learners’ English level. Although 46 countries around
the world have already employed the CEFR criteria, it may be difficult to
introduce the CEFR rating scales in Japan without any modifications. With
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regard to holistic and analytical rating scales, the raters showed more
leniency on the holistic rating scale than the other analytical subscales,
which may suggest the difficulty of employing the holistic rating only. In
addition, some of the descriptors are abstract and complex, thus likely to be
one of the causes of low inter-rater reliability. More concrete,
school-use-friendly descriptors are desired for achieving low-stakes
conditions.
11. 2. 4 What Does Neural Network Analysis Tell Us?
Research Question 4
What are the relationships of the participants’ characteristics, the
developmental phenomena and the raters’ measures? Which of the
characteristics and developmental phenomena encourage raters to give
higher scores to speakers?
The last method was used to find an overall picture of the study,
namely, how to effectively utilize all the data obtained from the
time-consuming analysis. The neural network analysis helped us to
estimate the participants’ global oral interactional ability with fewer
numbers of items, which might be more practical than to analyze the
speakers’ discourse from a number of view points. The eight items used for
estimation were: the number of types, the total number of formulaic
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sequences (Range), the ratio of self-corrections per error (Accuracy), the
total speaking time including pause time, the number of syllables including
dysfluency and the total number of words (Fluency), the total scores of
Global Interactional Patterns (group + individual; Interaction), and the
number of words used as a group (Coherence). Data from Interaction and
Coherence were group-related and they might have contributed, in a certain
sense, to the group oral interaction. The fact that there are some indicators
related to the number of words in the eight items, the number of words
seems to have a great effect in ratings.
11. 3 Limitations of the Study
One of the limitations of this study is that it is indefinite whether the
selected discrete items actually represented the participants’ language
ability. The CEFR criteria and various kinds of past research papers have
helped to find the analysis methods employed for this study. Nevertheless, it
would be impossible to describe a human behaviour only by numbers.
Qualitative methods were taken to compensate the deficits but there may be
deficiency in order to describe the holistic characteristics on the whole.
Next, the participants’ phonological features were not explored. The
CEFR criteria did not include a subcategory, pronunciation, due to the
difficulty of assessing learners’ pronunciation. Furthermore phonological
study itself constitutes a wide range of scope and it was beyond my ability.
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In this sense, the current study restricted the range of analysis.
Employing the qualitative analysis and analyzing all the spoken data
mostly manually, had made the whole data size limited compared to the
large-scale, automated analysis. For this reason, generalization of the
results is difficult. Fetters of generalization also include the different topics
the participants spoke on. Although Van Moere (2006) reported that the
topic was not a significant factor when more than one topic was employed,
some of the discourses apparent in this study might have been affected by
the topics. In addition, this study solely employed a single task, namely the
group oral. Therefore when this format is utilized, other types of test
formats should be combined.
Another limitation is in averaging individual speaker’s data to find out
the speakers’ developmental phenomena by sorting by different educational
institutions. Discovering relationships between the variables and the CEFR
measures (ratings) might make up the problem because there was a
possibility that the group data showed us a rather different picture to what
was expected. Sidman (1960) claimed that group data might describe a
process and subsequently the data had no validity for individual speaker.
Furthermore, it may be impossible to generalize the results by using the
speech samples produced by only 45 groups, consisting 135 students.
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11. 4 Pedagogical Implications
Research Question 5
What pedagogical implications can be drawn from the results?
The results yielded useful insights for pedagogical purposes, that
classroom practitioners should provide opportunities for students to express
themselves in English. According to Wray (2000), speakers acquire a
second language when they use it in practice and not simply by memorizing
it.
What we need to focus on in oral interaction is that students must
know how to interact, negotiate meanings, and to co-construct the
conversation between interlocutors. These abilities may be the most
important factor in a real-world communication. Such interactional
competence cannot be improved solely by monologues, story-telling or
picture descriptions. Classroom group oral activity will bring about close
relations with the group oral test format with practical communication. In
this sense, teachers are being required to link classroom activities and oral
interaction tasks in educational contexts.
Moreover, the pedagogical focus should not be on grammar alone.
Students of the private senior high school, where grammar, writing and
reading were mainly taught, could produce longer sentences with fewer
mistakes, but they were not as collaborative as the students of other
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institutions. The analysis of Global Interactional Patterns showed that
groups with collaborative interaction received higher scores; in contrast,
parallel and asymmetric interaction obtained lower scores. It is thus
assured that collaborative interaction as a classroom activity helps develop
learners’ oral interactional competence.
Interactional Functions (e.g., negotiation of meaning, agreeing or
challenging), for example, were not effectively employed in the group oral
even by the highly-scored participants of this study. This might stem from
the fact that the participants had not experienced this particular format
before. If they have opportunities to interact with other interlocutors, they
will be able to acquire the abilities to use Interactional Functions. In a
cross-cultural distance learning class where the author currently instructs,
students make presentations and interact in English over the Internet with
students of a Korean university. Over the course of a year, the students
gradually employ Interactional Functions. Social needs to cultivate such
strategies are increasing for becoming a person with a global awareness. It
is inevitable to teach learners various skills and abilities in a balanced
manner, which can also be seen in the descriptors of the CEFR criteria. In
addition to the current teaching methods, employing the group oral in a
classroom activity will make learners achieve interactional competence
which has been overlooked in the past.
The group oral is an effective format for L2 learners, providing more
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opportunities to interact with peers, irrespective of its threat to construct
validity. It is important to build up a communication through interactions
with ease and enjoyment. Brooks (2009) argues, “Perhaps rather than being
viewed as a threat to construct validity, variability in interaction should be
embraced as being more reflective of real world communication” (p. 361).
The author thinks that more group oral interaction should be promoted in
L2 settings.
11. 5 Future Research
Research related to the group oral is still very limited. In accordance
with the growing number of peer-peer performance tests, more group
oral-focused research should be conducted as well as the paired oral
research.
First, as May (2009) suggests for the paired speaking test,
development of rating scales specifically for Japanese speakers, may be
necessary to accurately and thoroughly assess complex interactional
competence in a group oral. The CEFR rating criteria are well-designed;
however, there will be very few Japanese learners of English who are
assessed as C1 or C2 because these two levels are extremely difficult for
these students. It can be assumed from the fact that C1 indicates the same
level as the 1st grade of STEP Eiken® test (see Table 4.13), while most of
Japanese will be placed between Below A1 to B1. Considering Japanese
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students’ oral interaction ability, creating new criteria for lower proficiency
groups is crucial. English Language Portfolio (ELP), which has produced a
number of projects under the CEFR, enables us to expand scales or
descriptors along with the learners’ age, needs and interests.
Second, investigating the relationship between the results of this study
and the human raters’ perception/rating process is necessary, in order to
review the validation of this study; for instance, how raters regard each of
the 82 items represent the participants’ speaking abilities or subcategories.
Third, as was suggested in the section of Interaction and Coherence,
the possibility of assigning scores as a group should be considered,
specifically in the case of multiple task test formats. The neural network
analysis also indicated that giving a joint score to a group was one option.
The research concerning the joint scores will be beneficial for future
research.
Fourth, the study concerning the difference in learners’ speech
production is urgently needed/required, namely between a single speech
and a group oral, and between a paired and a group oral. Furthermore, an
investigation about what areas of ability will be improved after the group
oral practice compared to other type of tasks is inevitable.
Lastly, the study related to pronunciation, which was not conducted in
the study, should be carried out. Specifically, the overall phonetic features of
participants need to be explored, and effects of the group oral practice
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among novice learners should be studied, as there will be a possibility of
restrictive development in their pronunciation.
Not only European countries but also some Asian countries and
regions such as South Korea, China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong regard
English as a very important language, and have already started utilizing
the group oral. This test format may be introduced in Japan before long and
more research dealing with the group oral is imperative.
11. 6 Conclusion
This study has evaluated the rating of the oral interaction in groups,
which is still an unfamiliar concept in Japan. Some researchers claim that
the oral discussion in groups exhibits different kinds of language ability
(van Moere, 2006; Shohamy et al., 1986). Some scholars point out that the
English-speaking ability that cannot be measured by means of monologue or
interview but through oral interaction in groups should be considered as one
of the abilities. Canagarajah (2006) asserts that “We need tests that are
interactive, collaborative, and performative. Discrete-item tests,
particularly on grammar and vocabulary, have limited utility in contexts of
assessment regarding English as an international language” (p. 232). As
mentioned earlier, a group oral is considered to be affected by the
interlocutors; indeed, there are more uncontrollable variables in comparison
to other test situations. However, these variables may be reduced by
348
utilizing the multi-faceted Rasch analysis.
Fulture (1996) states that group discussion is easier for L2 learners
than a picture-based or text-based discussion and may be better suited for
less proficient learners because the group oral enables beginner level
students to interact more easily compared to other types of activities.
Accordingly, the group oral interaction can be carried out with novice to
intermediate participants by providing familiar topics, as this study
indicated. In addition, the participants gave positive feedback on the
interaction, for instance, “I enjoyed talking with other people” and “I have
never had such an experience before. I would like to do it again.” This kind
of activity may be suitable for students in Japan, where lively speaking
activities are yet to become popular. When the group oral is employed as one
of the performance tests, classroom activities will be carried out more
actively.
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Appendix A: CEF Oral Assessment Criteria Grid
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence
C2 Shows great flexibility
reformulating ideas in
differing linguistic forms
to convey finer shades of
meaning precisely, to
give emphasis, to
differentiate and to
eliminate ambiguity. Also
has a good command of
idiomatic expressions
and colloquialisms.
Maintains consistent
grammatical control of
complex language, even
while attention is
otherwise engaged (e.g.,
in forward planning, in
monitoring others'
reactions).
Can express him/herself
spontaneously at length
with a natural colloquial
flow, avoiding or
backtracking around any
difficulty so smoothly
that the interlocutor is
hardly aware of it.
Can interact with ease
and skill, picking up and
using non-verbal and
intonational cues
apparently effortlessly.
Can interweave his/her
contribution into the joint
discourse with fully
natural turntaking,
referencing, allusion
making, etc.
Can create coherent and
cohesive discourse
making full and
appropriate use of a
variety or organisational
patterns and a wide
range of connectors and
other cohesive devices.
C1 Has a good command of
a broad range of
language allowing
him/her to select a
formulation to express
him/herself clearly in an
appropriate style on a
wide range of general
academic, professional or
leisure topics without
having to restrict what
he/she wants to say.
Consistently maintains a
high degree of
grammatical accuracy;
errors are rare, difficult to
spot and generally
corrected when they do
occur.
Can express him/herself
fluently and
spontaneously, almost
effortlessly. Only a
conceptually difficult
subject can hinder a
natural, smooth flow of
language.
Can select a suitable
phrase from a readily
available range of
discourse functions to
preface his remarks in
order to get or to keep
the floor and to relate
his/her own contributions
skillfully to those of
other speakers.
Can produce clear,
smoothly flowing,
well-structured speech,
showing controlled use
of organisational
patterns, connectors and
cohesive devices.
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B2 Has a sufficient range of
language to be able to
give clear descriptions,
express viewpoints on
most general topics,
without much
conspicuous searching
for words, using some
complex sentence forms
to do so.
Shows a relatively high
degree of grammatical
control. Does not make
errors which cause
misunderstanding, and
can correct most of
his/her mistakes.
Can produce stretches of
language with a fairly
even tempo; although
he/she can be hesitant as
he or she searches for
patterns and expressions,
there are few noticeably
long pauses.
Can initiate discourse,
take his/her turn when
appropriate and end
conversation when
he/she needs to, though
he/she may not always
do this elegantly. Can
help the discussion along
on familiar ground
confirming
comprehension, inviting
others in, etc.
Can use a limited
number of cohesive
devices to link his/her
utterances into clear,
coherent discourse,
though there may be
some "jumpiness" in a
long contribution.
B1 Has enough language to
get by, with sufficient
vocabulary to express
him/herself with some
hesitation and
circumlocutions on
topics such as family,
hobbies and interests,
work, travel, and current
events.
Uses reasonably
accurately a repertoire of
frequently used
"routines" and patterns
associated with more
predictable situations.
Can keep going
comprehensibly, even
though pausing for
grammatical and lexical
planning and repair is
very evident, especially
in longer stretches of free
production.
Can initiate, maintain
and close simple
face-to-face conversation
on topics that are familiar
or of personal interest.
Can repeat back part of
what someone has said to
confirm mutual
understanding.
Can link a series of
shorter, discrete simple
elements into a
connected, linear
sequence of points.
A2 Uses basic sentence
patterns with memorised
phrases, groups of a few
words and formulae in
order to communicate
limited information in
Uses some simple
structures correctly, but
still systematically makes
basic mistakes.
Can make him/herself
understood in very short
utterances, even though
pauses, false starts and
reformulation are very
evident.
Can ask and answer
questions and respond to
simple statements. Can
indicate when he/she is
following but is rarely
able to understand
Can link groups of
words with simple
connectors like "and",
"but" and "because".
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simple everyday
situations.
enough to keep
conversation going of
his/her own accord.
A1 Has a very basic
repertoire of words and
simple phrases related to
personal details and
particular concrete
situations.
Shows only limited
control of a few simple
grammatical structures
and sentence patterns in a
memorised repertoire.
Can manage very short,
isolated, mainly
pre-packaged utterances,
with much pausing to
search for expressions, to
articulate less familiar
words, and to repair
communication.
Can ask and answer
questions about personal
details. Can interact in a
simple way but
communication is totally
dependent on repetition,
rephrasing and repair.
Can link words or
groups of words with
very basic linear
connectors like "and" or
"then".
Below
A1
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Appendix B: Oral Interaction Transcript
R: right seat; M: middle seat, L: left seat
Public Junior High: Group 1 (Topic: Family)
1
2
3
4
5
(BC)
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
(BC)
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
ALL
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
R:
L:
how many families do you have?
I have four people. How about you.
eh? (laughter) eh: four people? eh?
do you have a pet?
yes, I do.
oh.
cat.
cat?
what kind of pet do you have.
cat…
I have…
I, I have cat and dog. yes. mm?
are there cute?
yeah, it's very cute. (laughter)
(inaudible)
do you have a pet?
no, I don't.
oh.
what do you have family? (Japanese) what families do you have.
(Japanese)?
I have? three people.
(Japanese)
what uh: what do you do. mm? sorry. (laughter)
(Japanese)
we play, we play volleyball.
how about you.
toh we go shopping. [on Sunday. every Sunday.
[where.
where are you go...ing?
eh: toh near supermarket.
o:h me, too. (laughter)
(Japanese)
do you like volleyball?
mm?
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28
29
(BC)
30
31
32
33
34
35
(BC)
36
37
(BC)
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
R:
L:
R:
R:
M:
R:
M:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
R:
L:
M:
do you like [volleyball?
[yes I do.
oh.
how about you?
oh me, too.
oh me, too.
(laughter)
(Japanese)
do you like your family?
yes, yes.
oh: .
how about you?
me, too. me, too.
oh.
how about you.
so so.
(Japanese)
what do you do tomorrow. Mm?
toh I will stay home tomorrow. how about you?
me, too.
how about you? (laughter)
me, too.
(Japanese)
Public Junior High: Group 2 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M/R:
M:
L:
M/R:
what sports do you like.
I like Kendo. how about you?
(Japanese) it’s good. (Japanese) (laughter) how about you.
I like baseball.
baseball. why.
(laughter)
mmm because mm baseball is good.
(Japanese) why. (laughter)
mm haha baseball is exciting.
(laughter)
nice. (laughter)
thank you.
(laughter)
388
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M/R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
ALL
M:
ALL
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
ALL
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
do you play baseball?
no.
why.
(Japanese) eh? baseball is not like.
not like, me, too.
why.
(laughter) (Japanese)
I don't like? [ I don't like. too.
[like
why.
(laughter)
I don't like, too.
why.
pardon?
why.
(Japanese) I don't know.
(laughter)
why.
I, I, I (Japanese)? I, I, I…
I like?
I? (Japanese)
(Japanese)
don't speak English!
(laughter)
you are basketball money.
yes.
why.
I don't play basketball.
why.
(Japanese) foot, foot sick.
(laughter)
foot sick. oh.
(Japanese)? toh foot is sick. (Japanese)
oh. it's nice.
thank you. (Japanese) mm mm do you like basketball?
no.
why.
I? I I (laughter)
(Japanese).
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46
47
48
R:
M:
R:
I don't play basketball well, [well.
[well. ah::
mm mm.
Public Junior High: Group 3 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
I'm a member of the Kyudo club. toh I practice Kyudo every
day.
do you like Kyudo?
yes.
(Japanese)
my, I'm a member of the art club.
what do you like favorite subject.
I favorite science.
I favorite? science.
what do you like sports?
I like, I like toh uh? I like to play
badminton.
badminton?
I like to play Kyudo.
do you like school lunch?
yes, I do.
yes…
do you like English?
yes, I do.
do you like English?
I do?
do you like color? do you like color?
<correct M:'s utterance (Japanese)>
what? what favorite color [ do you like.
[do you
I like orange.
I like black.
why?
because (inaudible) because mmm
Public Junior High: Group 4 (Topic: School)
1 L: I am member of the Kyudo club. toh I play Kyudo after school
390
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
M:
R:
M:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
L:
every day.
I am member of the tennis club. I play tennis, uh? after school
every day.
I, I am a member of the basketball club. I play bas- basketball
after school every day.
(Japanese)
I am eight grade.
(Japanese)
do you like school life?
yes, I do
do you like school life?
yes, I do.
(Japanese)
what, what subject do you like?
I like math…
what do you, mm? what subject do you like.
I like science. what subject do you like?
I like math.
what sports do you like?
I like tennis.
what sports do you like?
I like basketball.
what sports do you like?
I like Kyudo.
my teacher name is M***** S********.
(Japanese)
do you like teacher.
yes, I do.
do you like teacher?
yes, I do.
do you like teacher?
I'm so so.
aha!
(Japanese)
she is a kind.
(Japanese)
Public Junior High: Group 5 (Topic: Family)
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
L:
R:
M:
R:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
ALL
M:
R:
M:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
my family is father one? mother one? brother one.
(Japanese)
do you have a sister?
yes, I do. toh, do you have a dog?
yes, I do.
do you have a cat?
yes, I do.
mm...toh
do you have a dog.
yes, I do. toh…
how old does dog.
no, I don't.
(laughter) (inaudible) (Japanese)
three.
how old does cat.
one.
does? does sister (laughter) does mother (laughter)
ha ha ha, what are you birthday?
ten? (laughter)
(Japanese)
my birthday? my birthday ten fifty-five.
Public Junior High: Group 6 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:/M:
L:
M:
M:/L:
R:
L:
M:
do you like school?
yes, I do.
yes, I do.
eh-toh, who, who is the best teacher. in this school.
I think? M***** S********.
I don't know.
(laughter)
what do you do, eh: what do you do, what do you do with friend.
mm?
(Japanese)
I play baseball.
hahahahaha eh: toh, I'm a member of the soccer team… how
about you.
no.
(Japanese)
392
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
R:
M:
ALL
M:
L:
R:
ALL
L:
R:
ALL
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
R:
I'm a member of the baseball club.
I go to home.
(laughter)
what do you like… subject.
my favorite subject is P.E..
my favorite subject is P.E..
(laughter)
me, too.
me, too.
(laughter)
my favorite subject is English.
(laughter) why. why do you, why do you like English.
it's interesting.
why, why do you like P.E..
it's very interesting.
do you like school?
Public Junior High: Group 7 (Topic: Family)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
who, who do you like your family with, with me?
I like mm Mama, Mommy. she makes hamburg very good.
hh mm-toh… how about you?
I, I like father.
mm mm uh, why, please say it again.
(Japanese)
oh I like very kind.
oh: mm toh mm ah mm, do you have a pet with you?
yes, I do. mm-toh my pet names cocoa.
mm what? mm-toh, what kind, mm-toh, pet, what kind of pet?
dog.
how about you? [Mr. K*******. mm mm.
[eh: toh no, I, no, I don't
do you have a sister with you?
no I don't.
mm, how about you? Mr. K*******.
yes, I do.
mm-toh, what your sis- mm? what your sister name, Mr.
K*******?
my sister name is C***.
393
18
19
20
21
22
23
(BC)
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
I know. mm, what do you have a brother?
yes, yes, I do.
mm, what, what your brother name?
he name is W*****.
mmm. and how about you, Mr. K*******.
no, I don't.
oh:
(Japanese)
mm-toh, mm-toh, do you, do you want to, do you want to, eh,
do you want to your brother?
(Japanese)
yes, I do.
mm mm-toh, ss eh: mm-toh, you, your mm what, what sports
do you like your brother, Miss I****.
mm, he, he tries baseball.
oh: mm-toh mm, what do you like sports mm your sister mm
Ms. uh, Mr. K******?
I don't know.
mm. mmm.
Public Junior High: Group 8 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
what is your hobby, Y**.
my hobby is reading books. how about you.
my hobby is mmm play Kendo. how about you.
my hobby is sleep.
(laughter) why? really?
yes.
do you have many books?
(laughter) yes, I do.
what kind of books do you read.
eh: it is fiction?
do you read Harry Potter.
yes, I do. how about you.
me, too. <M/R: shake hands> how about you.
yes. I read[ri:d], I read[red] Harry Potter.
(laughter) why? (laughter)
(laughter) really? (laughter)
(Japanese)
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17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
ALL
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
what time sleep?
in, in the sun.
in the afternoon.
really?
what time do you usually go to bed.
mm, I? go to bed mm eleven. how about you.
I go to bed at, about eleven?
what time do you get up in the afternoon.
mm.
afternoon?
(laughter)
in the morning.
afternoon.
I get up at six thirty. how about you.
me, too.
how about you.
I get up at six, six thirty.
same?
yes.
(laughter) really? what kind of book.
(Japanese)
(Japanese) what kind of comic books.
fiction? (laughter)
how about you.
eh? I, I read fiction, too.
why did he read… I feel me too. (laughter)
what is another hobby.
my, my hobby is (inaudible) make cookie?
really?
yes, yes, yes, yes.
is it delicious, delicious?
Public Junior High: Group 9 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
how, how about you school life.
my school life is very (inaudible)
why.
because I, I have best friend.
who is your best friend.
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6
7
8
(BC)
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
ALL
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
ALL
M:
L:
my best friend is S***** W*******. she is interesting. how about
you?
my best friend is M** A******. he is… she can speak English
very well. how about you.
my friend, my friend is S****** I******… she is very fun. she,
she, she is look like, looks like toh comedian, every day, every
day.
oh oh (laughter)
Who. (Japanese)
Do you?
Do you favorite subject. Do you like? Ah?
(Japanese)
What subject. Mm? What subject do you like?
I like subject toh, P.E.
Why?
Toh because toh because it interesting.
Me, too. My? favorite subject is P.E., because I like sports.
How about you.
My favorite subject is English.
Why.
Because I (laughter) I like English.
Do you, do you like other subject. E****.
I like science?
Why.
(Japanese)
Because I? I like science. How about you.
I like (Japanese).
Why?
Because teacher is very interesting.
That's good.
(laughter)
How about you?
I like subject.
Private Junior High: Group 10 (Topic: School)
1
2
L:
R:
eh my birthday is April fourteenth.
umm I think eh my English teacher is good, don't you?
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3
(BC)
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
I don't know.
oh. (laughter)
no.
I don't know.
eh-toh your English teacher is good?
very good.
of course.
(laughter) eh-toh.
how about you. do you, do you think about your teacher.
my teacher is good. but ah in but very good.
(laughter)
how, how about you.
(Japanese)
(Japanese)
my, my school is (Japanese)
my school is more new, newer that, than any other school, don't
you?
(inaudible) is that all.
our school is bigger than ooh my junior ooh my (Japanese)… my
school is big, isn't it.
yeah?
yes.
did you, ah how many points get last exam.
I'm sorry.
yes. (laughter) eh..tto. do you have to the many homework?
I think my homework is little.
little.
eh?
little.
don't much.
I think that many homework, very very.
how about you.
yes. very.
but math's homework is very fun.
me, too.
me, too.
(laughter) it’s ah it's fun, but eh very many.
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Private Junior High: Group 11 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
L/M:
L:
what is your club, M*****.
ah! my club is tennis club. how about you.
me, too.
what about your club.
my club is track and field club.
why did you choose that club.
because it's, it's a very common club. how about you.
because I want to play tennis with brother. I often play tennis.
how about you.
because I like tennis. is the club fun?
yes, yes, it is. how about you.
yes it is.
(inaudible)
do you play tennis well.
no, I don't. how about you.
mmm, no I amn't, don't. how about you.
(inaudible) no, I don't.
(Japanese)
do you like your club, T*****.
yes, I yes, I do. how about you, M*****.
mmm I mmm I'm, yes, I do.
why.
I like tennis. because tennis is very fun s- sport. how about you,
K********.
(laughter) yes, I do.
why.
it's.
(inaudible)
me. because I, I would (laughter) I'm very…
Private Junior High: Group 12 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
what's is your hobby.
my hobby is listening to music.
my hobby is, my hobby is ah soccer.
my hobby is baseball.
eh eh I like classical music.
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6
7
8
9
(BC)
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
R:
L:
ALL
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
ALL
L:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
eh my position is forward.
my position is short. I like baseball. (Japanese) I play, I like
playing baseball but I practice baseball. (inaudible)
(Japanese)
what do you like first.
I, I like Chaikovskii.
eh:
do you, do, do you like soccer?
(laughter) yes. my soccer team is very strong. (laughter)
really?
(laughter) yes. eh why do you like baseball?
because I li…ku baseball.
(laughter)
what is Y*****'s hobby.
my hobby is cook, cooking.
(laughter)
I cook very well.
do you, what do you cook.
I cook ah I always cook rice and curry.
other? what are? why, what do you do… (Japanese) why do you
like music?
because it is very clean.
me, too.
Private Junior High: Group 13 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
(BC)
9
10
11
12
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
hmmm. what kind of subject do you like, Y***** S*******.
I like history.
oh! why?
uh history is very interesting.
oh so how about you, T******.
I like science.
oh why.
umm science teacher is very interesting.
oh.
me, too. me, too. that's good.
well, I like mmm I like mathematics.
mathematics? no, no, no, no. you, you are smart but I don't.
also mmm, what kind of club you join, Y*****.
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13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
(BC)
30
31
32
33
34
35
(BC)
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
(BC)
45
46
47
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
I join Judo.
oh! me, too.
me, too.
da da da. we are Judo player.
why do you join, ah why did you join mmm Judo club?
ah Judo is great (Japanese) sports.
oh, how about you, T******.
uh I, I think it is very interesting.
so. (Japanese)
really?
oh yes.
oK.
<requires C to ask a question by gesture>
how about you.
mm I think it is one of the most famous sport in Japan and it's
very fun.
mmm. OK?
OK. OK.
uhmmm…
oh do you like the school? Y***** S*******.
ah yes.
oh! who who do you like, who do you like mmm teacher in school.
I like Mr. M***.
oh! T******. how about T******.
eh I like Mr. K****.
oh.
K***? which, math or (Japanese).
(Japanese). Mr. (Japanese).
(Japanese) teacher.
(Japanese) teacher.
why, why do you like Mr. K***.
he is, he was my teacher. I was uh last year.
oh what do you, what do you know my favorite teacher.
Mr. O***.
no, no, no.
uhmm.
who, who is he.
oh, you think, he you think.
what do you like free time in school.
400
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
R:
M:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
I, I like, I like [lunch lunch time.
[I like. oh.
I, I usually do, do mmm talking with my friends in free time.
how about T******.
I have cold.
I like sleeping.
sleeping?
yeah.
oh that's ba:d. that sounds bad. no, no, no. no you have to study.
no, I don't sleeping.
mmm uh.
Private Junior High: Group 14 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
OK my hobby is sleeping. sleeping.
(Japanese)
my hobby is sleeping.
my hobby is watching map.
my hobby is guitar.
watching map is fun.
I like guitar.
world map?
[eh-heh.
[because (Japanese)? I like music. what, what.
sleeping.
(Japanese)
why do you like sleeping?
yes.
yes. (Japanese)
no.
no. (Japanese)
how, how long do you, how long do you sleep?
(Japanese) hi.
(laughter)
how long do you sleep?
eight, eight.
ten hours.
ten hours!?
yes.
401
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
it's very long.
I, I (Japanese) do you ah do they like guitar? yes ka no (Japanese)
no, I'm not.
no, I don't. (Japanese)
me, too.
ah yes, yes, yes. eh:.
I like watching map and train.
train.
train.
train?
(inaudible)
yes.
I don't like train because train is fast. I like bus, bus, bus, bus,
bus. (Japanese)
I like train because…
(Japanese) train is very good because…
Private Junior High: Group 15 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
eh:…
(Japanese)
eh what club do you join.
(Japanese)
(inaudible) club, but.
eh I join [eh I join in Shorinji-kempo.
[wow! what's.
I join in Kendo club.
eh. eh.
(Japanese)
do you like your join club?
which do you, which subject do you like, math or English.
I don't like their. I like history.
eh.
(Japanese) which subject…
(Japanese)
eh I like math ah and (Japanese)
I like math.
do you like school?
I don't like school.
402
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
M:
R:
L:
M: A
LL:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L/R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
I, so so.
I don't know.
I don't know. (inaudible)
eh, eh. I want to be strong.
(Japanese)
and you?
I don't know.
why do you join (inaudible) club, your club.
(Japanese) I don't know.
I don't know.
(Japanese)
eh my school is hot spring.
(laughter)
eh. in Tokyo?
what's your name.
I don't know.
what's your name.
I don't know.
eh-toh. I don't speak English. I can't speak English.
when is your club finish. (Japanese)
finish. (Japanese)
when is (Japanese) when will your club finish.
(inaudible) your club. (Japanese)
(Japanese)
eh, eh, I like history.
me, too.
me, too. me, too. me, too.
I like science.
you like science?
how are you.
I'm fine.
I have no money. (Japanese)
Public High School: Group 16 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
L:
M:
uh my hobby is soccer. I study soc- sta- started soccer since ten
years ago. please.
my hobby is playing baseball. I started baseball uh since I was uh eight y
ears old.
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M:
R:
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R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
L:
M:
my hobby is playing the guitar… because I like music. my hobby i
s listening to, to music. thank you.
I like music, too.
what do you like... music.
musician?
musician.
I like uh Spitz.
me, too.
(Japanese)
what do you like… music?
musician.
musician.
I like Aero Smith.
oh:.. me, too.
how long have, how long do you playing guitar?
oh, oh six, I, I was six.
(inaudible)?
(inaudible).
me, too.
I like playing the video game.
me, too.
me, too. what do you like game.
(inaudible).
uh me, too.
I like, I like (inaudible)?
me, too.
what do you like baseball player?
uh I like… uh Kanemoto. Kanemoto is professional baseball team.
mmm?
(laughter)
I like Akaboshi.
me, too.
what do you like soccer player?
soccer player....
Public High School: Group 17 (Topic: Family)
1 L: there are seven people in my family. grandfather, grandmother,
father, mother, two younger sister and me. how do you, your
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M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
family.
I have five and a pet. my father, my mother, two brothers. how
about you?
my uh there are six people in my family… eh grandparents parentseh olde
r brother and our pet.
my father is high school teacher. and mother is, mother is work to
bank. my, my sister is going to work in bank.
toe, my father is researcher? my mother is housework… how about
you.
my, my father is social worker and my mother is housewife. and
my older brother go to university in Saitama.
my family is very friendly. so always we go to some places.
uh I have a pet… my pet is squirrel… my pet's name is Kuri.
Kuri…
Kuri. she have, she is very cute. do you have pet?
yes. my pet is a dog. eh he is two years old and he, he is loved
by my family.
your dog is girl?
no uh boy... he is very cool. and very big.
how old? your dog.
two years old. how about your squirrel.
ah toe my, my toe she is two year old.
before I had a dog. But when I was eight year old? the dog is
died.
Public High School: Group 18 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
my favorite subject is PE. I, I don't like (Japanese).
my favorite subject is programming. I hate physics. how about you.
uh I don't like, too. (laughter) eh I like my school… because I
have a lot of friends in my school. eh what do you do with your
friends.
I play, I play basketball and swimming.
one more time, one more time, please.
what do you do with your friend. do you play with your friends?
I play baseball with, with my friends.
I, I talk with my friend about a lot of things… eh example, for
example? oh ah toe about music about our teachers and our
hobbies. eh what do you talk about with your friends.
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R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
I talk, I talk subjects with my friends and, and, and I talk friends.
how about you.
ah I talk, I talk about social with my friends? that's all.
eh by the way, eh I don't belong to club? do you belong to club?
I belong to judo club?
I belong to www three, three w club.
what do you do in your club?
uh I, I like programs. and talk with teacher.
how about you. what do you do.
I, I practice judo.
Is Eng- ah, is it interesting?
hh not at...
mmm what do you do in, after school.
uh I study after school. how about you.
uh I play with my friend in a gym. and we play sports… and for
example we play basketball soccer for any other sports. how about you.
I, I go to, I go to Wonder Goo and I mm, I go to library to read
books.
by the, by the way, how, how was your exam.
mmm?
how was your exam.
exam.
Public High School: Group 19 (Topic: Family)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
my family is five people.
my family is seven people.
my family is five people… (laughter) eh parents and two sisters
and me.
my family is father, mother, two sisters and me.
grandfather, mother, father, sister, sister, me, brother.
I know your brother. S** S*****?
S*****.
S*****.
S*****. how old.
ten. ten.
ten. (laughter)
ten years old. (laughter)
my sister is twenty old, and twenty-one old.
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34
35
36
37
(BC)
(BC)
38
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42
43
44
45
(BC)
46
47
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R
L:
R:
L:
L:
R:
M:
L:
L:
R:
M:
L:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
my older sister is twenty-one old.
ah, same.
maybe.
college student?
(Japanese)
uh.
(inaudible)
eh? what. where?
where school.
where school. (laughter)
S******?
uh my sister is Chiba…
Chiba?
Chiba. Chiba college school? your sister?
sister. older sister.
how old are… mm? how old is she.
twenty-one years [old.
[eh? twenty-one? (Japanese)
mmm.
eh, [young?
[eh?
older sister?
older sister.
ah… (Japanese) (laughter)
college, college.
Ibaraki kirisuto.
[eh:…
[mmm?
do you have pet? pets?
I don't have.
don't have.
don't have. (laughter)
you like dog?
yes.
so? I think you have pets.
no.
oh::
what do your father job.
I don't know.
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48
(BC)
49
50
51
52
53
54
(BC)
55
56
57
58
(BC)
(BC)
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
M:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
ALL:
L:
M:
R:
eh:?
I don't know....
eh:?
are you?
yeah, engineer.
uh, I do.
engineer! (laughter) my mother.
mother!
my father.
ah:::
mother and father? engineer.
moth- father, engineer.
mother?
mother? don't job.
ah.
mmm.
(Japanese)
(Japanese)
mother?
mother? (Japanese) husband? wife (Japanese)?
wife.
wife.
(inaudible)
I, my sister live Amimachi and Chiba. Do, do your sister? does
your sister?
mmm, older sister is my home. (Japanese) ah two older sister are
(Japanese) is (Japanese)… from
my older sister live, she live
Public High School: Group 20 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
my hobby is watching TV.
oh TV?
oh:: yeah::.
me, too.
me, too?
you, too?
yeah::… me, too.
oh: anything else?
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(BC)
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(BC)
27
28
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(BC)
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31
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L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
L:
M:
L:
M:
I don't have.
oh::
do you have?
my hobby is to play badminton. I'm a member of badminton club.
do you have a hobby?
mm shopping and playing piano?
oh::
and watching movie.
oh!
oh: very…
I love movies.
do you love movie?
yeah.
what kind of movies do you like.
I love all movie.
all movie. oh::
and you?
I love action movies.
[do, do…
[don't have a…
what's your favorite movies?
oh:: oh:: oh:: oh:: oh… Rush hour 3.
mm?
I love, I love it. I watched it… nn watched it. (laughter)
huh huh.
when.
eh::? eh::? (Japanese) mm mm I forgot, ahuh, forgot, I forget,
forgot, forgot? oh, I forgot, I forget um. (Japanese)? hhh… [hhh.
[yeah.
re- recently about movie… what do you watch? did you watched?
watch? movie?
no.
oh:: no, no, [no, no… you watched the movie.
[hhh
hhh I watched, I watched Ha- Harry Potter.
ah:: (Japanese)? together me? oah:: (Japanese) with me (Japanese)
[with me.
[with we. with you.
oh:: that is, that was good.
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41
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45
46
47
48
(BC)
49
(BC)
(BC)
50
(BC)
(BC)
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
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(BC)
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
R:
M:
L:
R:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
mmm good, very good.
wh- what movie did, did you watched?
Harry Potter 2 and Pirates of Caribbean two times.
oh::
oh: oh: yeah, very nice.
two times?
yeah. two times.
Pirates of Caribbean? eh::? why[. ah::
[(inaudible)
I love Jonny Depp.
oh, oh.
oh hoh?
he is cool.
did you watch Pirates of Caribbean? T*******.
yeah. I watch with he. him.
did you watch first and second?
(Japanese)
first (Japanese) second (Japanese). one (Japanese) two.
ah.
I think [he......
[yeah ah yeah.
ah::…
yeah I forgot.
oh::
yeah.
that's good.
very nice. mhh.
did you watch... after ending?
yeah.
oh. I, I was move.
mm?
(Japanese) I, I moved it. you, too?
yeah.
ah. you, too?
yeah.
ah. ah that's good.
hhh
410
Public High School: Group 21 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
(BC)
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
(BC)
12
13
(BC)
14
15
16
17
18
(BC)
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
L/M:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R/M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
when do you feel happy on your school life?
yes. um because I, I can meet my friends? and, and I can play thehorn?
so I'm very enjoy my school life. how about you.
of course. but I'm too busy.
[huh
[huh many club .
(nod)
(laughter)
mm yes. but my club is so hard. uh… I have club activities
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday every week.
hhh it's hard.
uh only Sunday is my day off? but we play tennis on Sunday.
(laughter)
how many clubs…
(laughter) I have six clubs? nn eh mm tennis club radio club mmm
(inaudible)
(inaudible) club… writing club.
ah
shodo?
mmm story.
ah!
and? more.
uh do you like this school. I like this Ko- Kosen. I, I love…
(laughter) um how, how about you.
mmm yes, I do. this um, this school is so near <new?>… mm
looksgood
yes!.
uh the day before yesterday? I went to Kochi kosen.
uh:
that school is old? and, and very duty<dirty?>.
I don't like this school.
why…
mismatch…
mi- mismatch. this school has very nice teachers? for example?
my ours teacher is Mr. E****? I like him very much. but I don't like
to study? hahaha
me too.
I don't like math.
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26 L: I don't like…
Public High School: Group 22 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
(BC)
6
7
8
9
10
(BC)
(BC)
11
12
13
(BC)
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(BC)
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16
17
18
19
20
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(BC)
23
24
25
26
(BC)
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R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
R:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
M:
R:
M:
R:
my hobby is basketball. uh I, I can play basketball so so.
when did you play.
uh when I am junior school… I was junior school students.
junior high school?
yes.
oh.
and you?
mhh I play, I have played tennis eh for three years at junior high
school. how about you.
eh-toh my hobby is reading books.
what favorite books.
my favorite book is ao no fermata fermata.
[oh. oh:
[oh (laughter)
(inaudible)?
(inaudible) I, I, I have, I have never read /ri:d/ this book (laughter).
uh um another hobby is kendama.
oh.
I, I can play kendama and, and uh… kendama is very interesting.
oh.
yeah. can you play kendama?
yes. uh when, when I was little.
eh?[ so so? (laughter)
[uh… mm oh. so so.
how about you. hi uh um ca- can you play kendama?
no, I don't. (laughter)
mm. what kind of music do you like.
I? often listen to music classic.
oh.
I, I often listen (Japanese) pops.
oh yes, me, too.
do you like another sport?
uh I like baseball.
oh.
I am, I like, I like that, that watching TV?
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34
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39
(BC)
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41
(BC)
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
ALL
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
oh. team?
uh Hanshin Tigers.
oh:. I like Yokohama Bay Stars.
oh. do you like baseball?
so so.
(laughter)
do you have another hobbies.
umm playing games.
ah. oh game? me, too.
baseball game.
baseball game?
uh mm baseball.
I, I, I, I like RPC?
oh.
how about you.
I play RPC.
uh.
Public High School: Group 23 (Topic: Family)
1
2
3
4
(BC)
5
6
7
(BC)
8
9
10
11
12
13
(BC)
R:
M
R:
L:
M
R:
M
R:
M
L:
R:
M
M
R:
M:
R:
uh I have one brother and a one sister in my family. uh my
brother and my sister (inaudible).
oh uh eh my family is mother and sister and (inaudible) father.
and sister is nah eh nineteen old, nineteen.
how about you.
I have one brother my brother is college students. my father works
computer company. my fath- my mother works hospital.
oh.
my father work my father wor- works uh of light.[ yeah.
[light. light.
my father works of work, works uh my father is uh salary man?
oh. [salary.
[salary man.
uh. salary man of light.
light. light. right. oh.
my father works at Usen.
Usen?
Usen. music.
oh.
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25
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(BC)
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28
29
(BC)
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34
(BC)
35
36
37
38
39
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(BC)
41
(BC)
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R/M:
R:
M:
R:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
L:
Usen. broad network.
uh.
yeah.
my, my father works[ com…
[ah. computer? computer?
sy- system. [computer system
[uh.
oh OK OK.
OK. (inaudible) uh mm my, my mother, mother, mother is working
in (Japanese) kyushoku center.
[oh. oh kyushoku.
[great.
kyushoku.
mm my mother stay in house.
uh…
house working.
housework.
oh yes, she's playing.
uh…
my, my mother, eight of old is forty-eights.
(laughter)
mm my, my mother is fifty-three years old.
oh… old.
mmm.
his mother (inaudible) old.
do you have a pet?
no, no I, I don't have pet.
no.
no. I have two rabbits.
rabbit.
rabbit?
yes? brown and black.
oh, black rabbit and brown rabbit.
is it pretty?
yes, very very good. very pretty.
I want to have rabbit.
oh.
uh I want to have a dogs.
dog.
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(BC)
49
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52
(BC)
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M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
she big? little.
um.
small?
small.
uh I want to have shibaken.[ middle middle size.
[shibaken. uh. middle.
oh shibaken is very cool.
oh cool.
I want to have chihuahua.
[chihuahua?
[chihuahua? oh very cool. very small.
very small. very big eye.
um.
chihuahua has very big eys.
do you have my room, your room, my, my, mmm, myself room.
ah yes, I have. uh my room is…
Private High School: Group 24 (Topic: Family)
1
2
(BC)
3
4
5
6
(BC)
7
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M******** how, how many persons in your family.
my family has four people. eh my father and my mother, my sister
and my. eh: my father eh is, uh is, uh live, lives in Gumma alone.
because of his business.
uh...
eh: eh my sister is a college student of Waseda university. eh: she
is two older, two years older than I. how about Mr. A***?
my family has four four people. my father my mother and younger
brother. eh-toh my, my father lives in Singapore now because of his
business. my younger brother is eh-toh third grade of junior high
school. that's all. how about you.
my family has four people, my father, my mother, my elder brother
and I. my elder brother is university student. uh and he is the
fourth grade. and all my family is in Nerima. that's all.
Do, do your family travel somewhere?
uh eh I I'm going to travel eh-toh to Fujikyu Highland summer
vacation
(laughter) Fujikyu.
how about you.
uh... my family will not go travel want travel maybe. but I'm going
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17
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
M:
R:
to go Osaka because they are my grandparents… I'm looking
forward to Osaka.
my family hadn't been travel. but uh my uh we (inaudible) we
have we have met uh my grandfather uh Osaka and Nagoya.
do you want to travel somewhere with your family?
uh uh no, I don't. uh travel is uh not so.
how old is your family member.
(laughter) my parents I don't know. they, they are maybe over
forties. my younger brother is two, two old younger than me.
[uh uh
[uh
I don't know my parents. what old. uh: I'm now eighteen. uh: my
elder brother twenty-two years old. how about you.
eh my, my father is forty-four years old and my mother is forty-
three years old and…
maybe your parents are younger than my parents.
yeah.
and my sister is two years older than me so…
Private High School: Group 25 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
uh what is your hobby K*****.
my hobby is reading book and reading comic and, and playing TV
game and I'm very indoor man so I love in, I love playing in my
house. what your hobby.
my hobby is playing sports. uh especially, especially I, I like play-
ing basketball or American football. (laughter) so uh play uh play-
ing basketball is uh very much eh? eh: but I, I don't like read a
book uh uh:: so so much. how about you I*******.
my hobby is to playing tennis play tennis. uh eh-toh (Japanese)
mm eh when I was junior high school student I was I belonged to the
tennis club. eh maah it was fun (laughter) very much.
(inaudible) I, I belong to uh: elementary school. eh when I was eh
seven, seventeen years old. and for eh, for when I was junior high
school. eh I belong to eh basketball club too. so I, I can play
basketball and only a little. but now I, I don't practice basketball.
so I uh (Japanese) I, I can't I can't play it very well. yes. so yes.
eh-toh eh what, what, what ge-genre, genre do you like in, in, in
about magazine ijigen .
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6
7
8
R:
M:
R:
ijigen? (inaudible) eh? my no novel eh? I like reading book. so I
like I like reading book. my favorite genre is mystery. mys, I eh I
like many novelist… for example Nakamura Kaoru and Kiryu
Natsuo…
maniac. (inaudible) it's, it's very maniac. eh why, why do you why
do you like them.
the novelist is very the book write the novelist is very difficult but
it is very interesting.
Private High School: Group 26 (Topic: Friends)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
how do you think friends?
friends support me… and I support friends, too. so friends is uh
friends are very important.
how about W***…
I think my friends is very important. so my school life is uh my
friends help me for, for, in school. so my friends is necessary for
my school life. how about S********.
I think friends is very important? it's memories make, make
memories each other. it's very valuable. eh what kind of, kinds
friends or friend do you have.
I have friends in my club. I belongs to brass band club and I have
many friends in the club. eh: I play in the summer camp in my
club with my friends. it's very fun. how about.
I have my friends in my club. I belongs to (inaudible) club so I
have many friends? the most, the most eh important thing is eh so
my friends support me to think? so for example, I, I go to, I go to
go summer camp in club? so my friends is very I feel my friend
is very close. how about I****.
I have friend in class or... junior high school friends. mets in meet,
I meet them in summer holiday and talk about the school school
life or club activities? so and so I think it's very important to make
make friends? and mm (Japanese)
what, what, what play spo... uh your friends do in holiday. what.
not so many plan? eh meet and play bowling or go, go to see and
so.
I, I sometimes play video games with my friends in my house? And
I go out...
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Private High School: Group 27 (Topic: School)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
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M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
R:
I think G***** high school is very good. but mmm smell so bad
and mmm a lot of people don't study so it's very good. how about
you.
uh G***** is uh boys' school, so there is no girls. so uh we are not
comfortable. how about you.
at first, at first I, I think uh I was sur- surprised at G*****. but
mmm now that mm (Japanese)? I, I go, I go school it so for, for,
for one year. I, I like, I like G***** and I enjoy G*****'s, G*****
life, life and mm…
why, why do you enter the G*****.
I...
why, why do you want to enter the G*****.
(Japanese) [ why. ah:: why. uh eh-to: eh eh-to: mmm
[why, why do you...
mah: Waseda. Waseda University. why.
mm me, too. I want to enter Waseda University and I think
G***** is a very good school… so I want to enter the G*****.
how about you.
uh I want to, wanted to enter the K*** but I, I failed uh failed,
failed the K***'s exam. and G***** is pass the G*****'s test. so
so I, I enter the G*****.
how about your junior high school. please talk.
I, I, I, I think junior high school is long, longest, longest memory,
longest memory, longest memory. mmm (Japanese) there's girls
there's girls, there are girls. and mm mah: en- entrance
examination has ju- uh, junior high school (Japanese)? what, what
do you what.
I think my junior high school student is very fool. so test eh exam
is so easy and I don't like junior high school. how about you.
uh ss I (Japanese) I think uh junior, my junior high school is so
uh my junior high school is very interesting for me. uh and and uh
but I, I, I went to a clam school uh so so I studied...
Private High School: Group 28 (Topic: Friends)
1 R: em my best friends are lived in Shizuoka. uh I lived there eh three
years ago. and I had good times to play basketball and to study
with them. toh I like them very much. how about you?
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uh uh I think my friend is very important. and because when I've had
uh: my friends help me and uh I, I have time to play with my
friends. what do you think your friends.
eh: toh: uh my friend is uh classmate…
classmate.
mm classmate. uh because uh uh sss
who is your best friends in my class.
eh! <he complains that the student asked such a private question>
(Japanese)
(Japanese)? um
do you have good friends in your club.
club? eh club are sss hh: ski club is very fun.
ski club's friends.
ski club's friends are so good uh um they are hh: they are very
kind. uh and uh: hh: eh:? a:nd (Japanese) sss sss how about you.
I think uh sss friend of club is uh very uh: good friends because
uh in the vacation mm practice with club activities in holiday.
umm so um we meet with friendship.
after the eh practice (Japanese) club practice?
after the club activity, too.
oh.
how about you.
Private High School: Group 29 (Topic: School)
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I'd like to talk about my school life? I belong to a basketball club
now and I have played it for about eight years… it's we have I
have a holiday on only two days? and I study very hard because
um test will come soon. so I've been busy now. but I like this
school. because uh it's become this school. a:nd, and there's many
friend so I like I, I enjoy myself, my life in school, in school life.
how about you M*********.
eh I uh belong to soccer, soccer club. eh I eh when eh I like, I, I
play soccer for ten, ten year, nine years. eh: uh: I, my favorite
soccer player is eh: is: is, is eh Nakamura Shunsuke. (laughter) eh:
I uh: how about you.
uh: I don't belong to club but I enjoy myself in school days. for
example… I like G***** Festival? and I like (Japanese). sss mm I
don't like test but eh friend is very fine. how about you Y*******?
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when umm when you were junior high school student? how do you
spend uh did you spend the your school life.
uh I, I enjoyed myself because uh I was in the basket club too.
and I studied very hard because I want to enter this, this school.
and so I study hard? but it's not, it, in, in I like it uh though it's
hard. it's very hard and busy… and in my junior high school
student erh there was many friends? and my friends call eh whose
name is S*** is very very close, close to me… and so I played with
him for a long time. how about you M*********.
eh uh I, I only played soccer… eh study is a: little.
(laughter)
mmm a little eh G***** um I uh I study very, I studied very hard
from eh:toh summer time? now in =
(Japanese) = summer vacation =
= summer vacation in uh: (Japanese) three, three, three =
= third
three
third third grade
third grade in junior high school
third grade in in junior high school. eh: test is ss so so so how
about you M*******.
I don't uh good memory in junior high school… because teacher
always angry to me? once I be late, I was late for school? I said
eh: teacher "Good morning"
Private High School: Group 30 (Topic: Family)
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do you have any brothers or sisters?
eh I have one brother. and he go to junior high school. how about you.
uh: my brother is eh: two. eh my large brother is I eh: have, have
been to in G*****. uh: but he, he have gone to G***** for four
years. uh: my eh little brother uh: is eh ten year, ten year old. uh:
my little brother is not same me. uh how many eh mah how many
people uh how many, how many, how many, how many family do
you…
I uh eh I, I have a father and mother. I have no brothers and
sisters. um my father is a high school teacher. he teaches biology.
uh e:h uh my father, my father oh no, no, no, no, my mother my
mother uh works <pronounced as walks> for er elementary school.
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um she works <walks> mm about mm three or four days or a
week. um and my mother have a lot of housework. oh she oh I
sometimes help her. mmm uh what do you think about your father.
eh I think my father is very funny and eh: he eh very funny and
eh: toh ne he can very funny. how about your father.
I think my father is crazy. eh: I can't, I can't believe uh: he likes
traveling uh in eh: Japan. uh I, I want to go uh: in other country.
uh but my father don't like eh airport. my father can't eh ride
plane. eh: what do you think eh your father.
mm. my father i:s oh funny too. and my father like going Kyoto…
so he know a lot of thing about Kyoto. so when, when my family
went Kyoto he mm he took us uhm many places. because he have
a many informa.. he, he had a he had many information about
Kyoto. uh: now what do you think about your mother.
nothing.
(laughter)
how about you.
I think my mother is i:s good at cooking. uh I like her…ooh my
mother (inaudible) uh: cooking high school. uh I respect it he, her.
eh what do you think your fa- mother.
Public University: Group 31 (Topic: Culture)
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hi! by the way. what do you think about culture.
culture….
mmm my my mother and my father mmm father's from in Korea.
oh.
mmm Korea Korean. my mother and father =
= both of them?
yes.
ah.
and I, I think, I think many time difference of Japanese uh
Japanese culture ah both of Japanese culture and Korean culture.
and mmm I think Korean is ah more mmm more mmm…
(laughter)
aggressive? =
= aggressive. [and… yes. yes. and some…
[really? I see.
uh direct?
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yes. um but I, I think mmm that's sometimes umm I like. but
sometimes I hates. Koreans ummm that's umm…
speaking or
umm for example? umm… for example… I mmm, I mets umm uh I
went, went on in when, when, when I, when I went to… mmm um
buy ah.to buy uh lunch? I went my turn and some people come ah
in Korea's. sorry some people come my mmm my for ummm in
front of my…
home?[ house?
[oh no (Japanese).
somebody come [to… in front of me.
[somebody come. yes. I, I, I say I, I said
umm “no no no uh is this line line is this"
ah.
you you ummm umm =
= you are…
umm you are uh umm “please wait my back”… but, but he said?
“I'm very ummm I'm”
hurry.[ hurry.
[hurry. hurry
ahh::
so… “please mmm umm”… I think Japanese not so…
rude. or…
rude and that, that's in mmm is can't, can't ummm happen in
Japan.
yeah. it's rare.
hahhh how about, how about, how about…
what's [have you ever seen a foreigner?
[um um have have…
have? no. no I've never.
no?
in Japan you have some experience like this?
no I don't have a… oh I have a question. what uh did you try ah
what are you confuse about Japanese culture?
mmm I confuse Japanese mmm say Japanese doesn't say direct.
ah…
mmmm and sometime I confused and that people what's saying
me?
oh? so.
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how long have you been uh you are in Korea.
oh no I live, I've never live in Korea. but umm I went many times
Korea?
[ah.
[ah… oh.
do you speak Korea ah Hangle?
yes.
fluently?
yes.[ hahh my parents ummm education me.
[oh!. ahh .
Public University: Group 32 (Topic: Hobby)
1
2
3
4
5
6
(BC)
7
8
(BC)
9
10
11
(BC)
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
M:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
R:
M:
L:
R:
ALL:
M:
L:
M:
L:
do you have any companies? uh yes I heard that you told us about
kendo. can you tell us a little about it?
eh kendo, about kendo? eh? I, I talk about kendo? eh:: umm eh…
do you some grade, do you [some grade kendo?
[umm yes I, I have two umm…
second.
second. yes.
oh.
eh we call nidan. nidan.
yes.
yes mmm yes.
how many years have you been playing kendo.
uh I have been mmm I, I had started kendo since…
elementary school? [or primary school?
[eh:
I have, I'm, since I'm, I was eh five years old.[ so…
[oh. so maybe
primary primary school?
ah primary school? really?[ mmm...
[yes. but I'm not so strong.
(laughter)
OK. thank you. tell me about cooking. what's uh what's so fun of
cooking
what? ah… mmm…
how often do you cook.
umm I, I often eh sweet especially cake or some tea. I like, I like
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sweet food. so I'm, I am very fun. when I, when I cook sweet.
so how often do you. [ yes like. oh::.
[how often? Um… twice a month. about twice
a month.
do you do it by mainly yourself? or invite your friends?
sometimes I cook with my friend but mmm many mm almost of I
cook alone. a:nd I like presenting for my for my friends?
so you don't eat eat it yourself too much =
= uh yes.
(laughter)
eat that.
is it good taste?
yes!. yes!.
(laughter)
so so? yes.
that's OK.
where do you buy your ingredients.
<doesn't seem to understand>
where do you buy your ingredients.
where?
yes.
eh at supermarket.
uh at (inaudible)?
yes?
how, how about you.
uh I like to play golf.
ah!.
I play golf (inaudible). I often go to uh a golfing range near uh the
M*** Interchange .
ah…?
I heard golf golf is too expensive for[… us.
[uh I think so, too.
yes it's very expensive but erm it's worth er playing.
ah::?
which do you like Aichan? or Sakura.
(laughter)
u:h I like Sakura uh no Aichan (inaudible).
[why? why.
[me, too, me, too.
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because ah she is very, she very strong and heart.
uh: center. [heart is very strong? uh?
[yes.
I feel very good when she is playing good.
[Sakura is not cute. I think.
[yeah. really? uh::.
uh but it's that (inaudible)
yes.
yeah… do you have mm toh golf club?
yes my, my golf club.
how much is it.
I, it cost me about uh thousand uh thirty sixty thousand yen in
all.
Public University: Group 33 (Topic: Dream)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
M:
L:
L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
L:
so now so let's talk about our dream. so does anyone have dream?
wo dream? do, do you have any dreams? or
mmm mmm...
do you have something someone you want to be in your future.
mmm I think not uh this is not job? but I want to go abroad the
sometime. eh:-toh I, I've been to Australia before so.
me too.
(laughter) it was good. I have good memory in Australia. so I want
to go again
so eh uh:: which part of Australia did you go.
Sydney uh near Sydney, Sydney?
do you know New Castle?
<gesture indicating no> mmm
(laughter) I did. yeah.
ask her. ask her.
mmm
Castle? if you if you get chance to go to abroad you want to go to
Australia again.
yes. or mm somewhere other place is uh.
so what is, what is at- attractiveness of Australia.
I can feel in other cu- culture or difference between Japan and
Japan and other countries? it was very mm(laughter) good memory.
I want to go. how about you. mmm what is your dream.
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my hobby uh my... (laughter) my dream is to become professor.
professor[…oh...
[yes. so I, after I graduate university I enter, I will enter
graduate school.
oh oh (laughter) so so uh what, what kind of professor do you want
to be. I mean professor is uh have er in this world there are many
kinds of professor. so do you want to be maybe engineering? yes.
professor. oh I think, I think to become professor? you, you have to
finish doctor course? I guess... I just guess... so you want you will
you are going to study until doctor course? yes? or no.
yes. yes.
(laughter)
eh heh heh... I think big dream!.
(laughter)
(inaudible)
huh so maybe now you're now, you are university student. so and
every day you take lectures and you see many professors. so do you
have your, your favorite so your I mean do you have, do you have a
professor which you very interested... or.
Public University: Group 34 (Topic: English)
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who do you want to want first.
yeah mmm. hi M**!.
(laughter)
what's, what is English for you?
mmm I, I have question [for you. yes.
[q- question? for me?
yes. I think you can speak English well.
oh really?
mmm so how did you learn English.
oh mmm uh it's mmm I like, I like to see movie (inaudible) myself.
so I used, I used to see same movie em many many time.
yeah...
and I, I used to repeat the [phrase what after or after said.
[phrase?
mmm mmm and also uh uh anyway I, I like English? uh if, if I
could find what the speaker said it's, it's very fantastic. oh I, I, I
could understand what, what he or she said. it's very, it's very
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exciting. so I want to know. that's why I, I used to listen English
or try to understand English? mmmm...
so how did you improve your pronunciation.
mmm I just re- repeat mm mm in uh repeat what the speaker
said exactly. because uh because after what er actress are beautiful.
so I, I want to be like that? so when if I repeat their phrase? I
thought I took <an actress's name>'s dress. it's like, like that I, I
repeat the pronunciation exactly. [same as movie or CD.
[yeah.
yeah. thank you.
no, no problem.
(laughter)
yeah. so so what's your English for you?
uh English, English is one of a communication tool for me. mm
mmm uh one year ago I couldn't speak English at all. because I
didn't study English. mmm I study, I study, I studied English
conversation from this April. it was very hard for me at first. but
now it's I'm feeling it's interesting.
that's good.
mmm ... <nod> so mmm...
OK?
OK. OK.
so it's your turn. ah ha ha .
English.
yes. English for you.
umm uh uh I belong to ESS? and first I uh, I uhm, I want to, to
talk English and English so I entering this circle? but now umm of
course I want to uh wants be sp- speak more well? but now I can comm
unicates um some many people in so through English? so um.
yeah...
mm
so you are happy now.
uh. ah ha ha...
that's good. nice, nice tool to communicate.
yeah.
um yes.
Public University: Group 35 (Topic: Culture)
1 R: uh M******* uh do you know gojyappe words?
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yes.
eh heh heh heh! ? oh really?
in Tochigi same words mmm deresuke.
deresuke. ah yes yes. I know it. uh this uh this word means uh
you are foolish? do you?
uh yes yes.
ah huh huh huh yeah. and so so Ibaraki and Tochigi is uh un
same, same words intonation. and en mmm cou- in a count-
country words as similar to Ibaraki and Tochigi and Fukushima. Do
you know?
sorry? pardon?
hooh hooh hooh? uh so Ibaraki and Tochigi's eh country words is
similar. uh so mmm for example and uh so mid so uh deresuke and
gojyappe and aonajimi do you know ? do you know Y*****?
uh yes. [I think aonajimi is uh uh Tokyo word is aoaza.
[yes. yes, yes so yes.
it's very painful.
hooh hooh so it's very it's very painful. so and uh mmm ha by the
way and do you and, do you think about about uh relationship
Japanese culture and eh A- Asian culture. so toh I think Japanese
culture, Japanese culture eh:: so Japanese culture mottainai eh
mottainai thoughts but Asian cul- so Asian culture and uh people
don't think mottainai. and eh do you know that?
no.
no!.
I don't know that.
yes [yes. oh?
[yes. me too.
it is.
oh hooh hooh. so uh Japa- eh in in Japanese people think often
think mottainai but uh for example and uh a little, a little water
and a little fruit but Asian and the the other country think so um
uh a little think a little I think equal no no thinks.
I can think that mottainai [uh uh someday I have a I had a
[yeah
dinner. [uh it is a many many, many eh foods. [but I I'm so I eat
[yeah [yeah
[all almost them. uh uh that is so mottainai.
[yes
428
21
22
23
(BC)
(BC)
24
25
26
R:
L:
M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
R:
M:
R:
yes yes. [and how about you F******** M*******.
[is it
mottainai… I always don't think.
eh heh heh heh? oh! heh heh. uh so so I think mottainai is and a
dinner and a fruit fruit and a money. so so it's uh Japanese a
Japanese word means chiri mo tsumoreba yama to naru. <= many a
little makes a mickle> so I think it, I think it is very it is true. so
so I, I save a lot of money so I so I gra- graduated this university
I had a part-time job. and uh I and I had a mmm ten um one hundred
thousand yen. so uh how about you mmm workinga part-time job?
mmm I didn't working a part-time job now.
uh yeah.
but I want to job uh now.
yes.
but in spring?
yes in spring uh.
mm yes me too. but I don't so find a good part-time job.
ah yes yes so I so I, I had a part-time job for ah teachings eh
studying.
Private University 1: Group 36 (Topic: Culture)
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when I was thirteen years old I went to England. I, I, I get a
large culture shock.
what? (laughter) for example.
for, for example? mmm I for example mm we can't, we can't, can't
put off shoes into the house. (laughter) another example mm food is
very very heavy.
(laughter) I see, I see.
mmm you see, you see.
what, what do you think about culture.
culture. (laughter)
did you (Japanese) have you been to Kyoto?
Kyoto? yes. when I was high school student [I visited Kyoto.
[oh
what?
have you been to Kyoto? (Japanese)
yes.
oh! where did you go.
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eh-toh. Kyoto. eh: Kiyomizu and Horyu-ji uh: and so on.
and so on mmm eh: toh mmm (laughter) (Japanese) hahahahaha ...
Ki, Kiyomizu. Kiyomizu... (laughter)
mm-toh (Japanese)
uh: yatsuhashi is eh: very very eh very delicious food...
mmm
I like it.
have you eat (inaudible) yatsuhashi.
no.
(laughter)
what?
(inaudible)
I, I, I ate choco yatsuhashi.
mm it's delicious mmm.
so hhh mm have you eaten maccha mm drunk maccha?
yes. mm my father and mother like sadoh.
oh:
mm and I drink maccha.
mm is it delicous?
so so
(laughter)
[bitter? bitter?
[how about eh? (inaudible)?
eh: bitter...
mm little...
what in (Japanese) drunk, drink, drunk? drunk with sweet? it is
delicious.
[mm .
[mm mm. mm do you like Daibutsu?
yes. (silence) yes. I like Daibutsu.
what do you think about Daibutsu.
I…
Japanese heart.
yes.
(laughter)
it is so warm
Private University 1: Group 37 (Topic: Dream)
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eh: I have a dream to have happy family because I have no dream
so eh I want to have average family in happy life? I live in Tokyo
now... but I want to eh eh Hok- like Hokkaido in, in with forest
and river and mountain. eh what's your dream.
I, I have a dream? I want to study mini subject in this college.
so- social? Social.[ social. [social. (laughter) social social. yes...
[social. social.
[social?
I, I have a uh: two dreams. first I want to police? police? in my
childhood. I don't know why but I continue my dream is police.
oh:...
ss- second uh I want to live, live in countryside?
countryside. [uh:...
[countryside... mm I have lived in Fukui? Fukui is uh
Fukui have mm river and mountain? I, I enjoyed it, it so I want to
live in Fukui again
oh:?
I want to live Chiba forever.
forever?
forever.
forever.
do you live in Chiba?
yes.
oh: I don't know to live in Tokyo for future. mm countryside is OK.
(laughter)
and I have another dream in my childhood. I have uh I want to
become soccer player... I plays, I had played soccer for eh six years
old to eight years old. so I have nothing witho- without soccer, yes!
mm huh what's your position?
I, I, I eh I, I'm goalkeeper.
goalkeeper.
because I tall.
tall. oh:...
how tall.
eh?
how tall. [mm
how tall. eh uh: toh hundred eighty-two. [yes yes.
[oh:
do you have another dream?
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mm I, I play trumpet.
trumpet.
uh: I, I'm in brass band club when I junior high school and high
school. so I continue to play trumpet forever.[(laughter) yes yes.
[forever.
mm I have played softball for nine years? but I quit it. but I want
to have score ski- softball score skill. score? I mm I'm not good at
score? but I want to have it.
Private University 1: Group 38 (Topic: Dream)
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do you have dream?
yes!
what.
my dream is to help uh: people.
uh...
so I go I come this university. I'm, I'm belong to hand language
circle now. I study hand language very much... so I, I would like to
this, this hand language? I would like to use this hand language
future.
please teach me this hand, hand (Japanese) hand language.
teach me.
umm this is "good morning."
oh: ["good morning" (laughter)
["good morning" (laughter)
I see.
I see.
thank you .
thank you .
thank you. do you have a dream?
yes. I want to go go to Kyushu. I like uh I want to go especially
HUISTENBOSCH and I'll eat mm-toh Hakata ramen.
really? I'm from Fukuoka. if you like ramen you had better go to
yatai.
ya ya?
yatai .
yatai.
eh: mm yatai [(laughter)
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L:
M:
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L:
M:
L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
R:
M:
L:
M:
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M:
L:
R:
M:
[thank you. thank you.
thank you.
I will go there.
I like uhm there is a shopping mall which call (inaudible) ...
mm
it is good so...
thank you very much.
(laughter)
what is your dream.
umm I also help people and especially I want to go developing
country? I, I think poor children...
uh:
mm-toh I want to ride peace boat so I (Japanese) save, save?
save money.
save money. now.
oh:
how much.
how much uhm it will need for million?
million. [for million.
[oh:
to ride peace boat but I have (Japanese)?
ten ten. ten.
ten thousand yen?
uh: (laughter)
mmm
I have other dream.
oh:
oh! what?
mm-toh I, I want to go to Egypt.
oh:
oh:
I like Pyramid. (laughter) mm-toh it is very interesting. I think.
have you ever been to foreign countries?
have yes! uh have you ever uun-toh iranai toh
when.
where? mm-untoh Korea.
Korea.
mmm
haha America?
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L:
M:
R:
M:
L:
America.
and so on
oh many.
[mm so ...
[many many.
Private University 1: Group 39 (Topic: Dream)
1
2
3
4
5
6
(BC)
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
(BC)
17
18
19
20
(BC)
21
22
L:
R:
M:
L:
L/R:
L:
M:
L/R:
M:
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M:
L:
what's, what's your dream.
my near future dream is going to abroad.
[oh: I think so.
[oh: me too, me too.
(laughter)
what's your dream.
oh ss I become to teacher [because my father is a teacher[and he
[oh:: [mm
he enjoy his life. I, I think... so I want to become teacher.
what kind of [subject.
[subject.
eh: (inaudible) social.
social?
social.
oh: nice! [nice! nice
[nice, nice
your?
my near? near dream is mah I want to go to abroad too? and I
want to go to America? toh I want to, I want to, I want to talk
in English. and I future. ah-mah future I want to work abroad.
abroad
oh:
what country do you want to go.
especially I want to go to Canada.
Canada. why.
eh: why. because I want to talk about (Japanese) talk issues with
foreign coun- foreign university students.
mm
(laughter) (Japanese)
I want to travel abroad.
oh: where.
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L:
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America.
America.
because I like music. [so
[oh! me too, me too...
oh I want to festival in foreign country.
oh! me too. and what artist do you like.
<artist's name>.
oh! I know I [know...
[I know...
(laughter)
Red Hot Chili Peppers.
ah! I know...
huhu
<another artist's name>
uh:
and et cetera what =
= rock.
rock music. kind of.
<artist's name> I want to go to concert.
concert, mm
what? (laughter)
do you like music?
yes but I don't know foreign country music
mm
I like Japanese music...
what another near dream. (laughter)
my near another near future dream is I want to go to <artist'
name>'s concert
oh:
my favorite music is (inaudible)
(Japanese)
do you, do you have dream last night ? (laughter) last night!
I forget. (laughter) do you?
uh I, I see the dream but I forget. do you see?
no no
(laughter)
I want, I want to sleep.[ near [dream. near near dream.
[haha near dream.
[near near dream.
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good luck. good luck! (laughter)
do you, do you, do, do you, do uh!
Private University 1: Group 40 (Topic: Dream)
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R:
L:
I want to become a pilot. [because I want to fly in the sky.
[yeah to fly
(laughter)
oh: very good dream.
how about you?
ah::? I want to um near, near (inaudible) ... ((laughter)
near (inaudible) .
(laughter) eh-toh uh uh: I want to (Japanese) leader of cheerleading
party.
oh:
ah-ha [uh leader... sub leader about uh: leader, leader. leader.
[uh: leader?
why.
cap…[uh leader, leader? captain? uh: head. mm uh very good.
[why.
very good.
very good I want to cool alone alone be a cool man.
cool man
uh.
how about you?
my dream? when I, when I was elementary school student I, I
wanted to be uh flight attendant or (inaudible) what?
flight attendant?
but now, now I don't have any dream about in my future but I
want to, I want to have a job which I, I'm interested in? or like to
do something about that? hhh
oh: I see.
ah I see, I see.
uh: I ah! I want, I want to kno- knowledge in other R***** chapel.
eh:? [eh:...
[eh...
[dream.
(inaudible)
can you do that ?
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R:
ha!?
can you do that?
do uh uh? eh?
ur: toh anybody, anyone can? large [use that chapel? eh: .
[uh uh
I can uh: eh-toh old boys and old girls can knowledge can mmm
the chapel.
mmm?
uh I******** uh uh uh I, I saw. uh uh (inaudible) uh uh: I…
what dream do you have when you were a child. what do you,
what, what [dream do you have when you were child.
[ah! ah ah ah
to (inaudible) pilot.
pilot.
same?
same.
uh I will be a politics? mm. I want to, I wanted to change my
country.
oh:
Japan but Japan is uhh:
where when I was sixteen years old.
sixteen?
I thought I wish I were a bird.
sixteen.
uh six years old [ [six years old .
[uh [six years old! sixteen.
[uh [six years old!
when I six years old
Private University 2: Group 41 (Topic: Culture)
1
(BC)
2
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(BC)
R:
M/L:
R:
M/L:
R:
L:
OK let us talk about culture. (laughter) uh I'm eh what's the
difference of Japanese and Korea. urm you, we had chat in right?
uh huh
so what, what do you feel of a I'm uhm Korea has Confucianism...
uh huh
and uh so the uh the, the they cannot drink or smoke before their
[parents or seniors?
[ah huh
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R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
R:
M:
L:
and that, that's surprise me.
yeah yeah
uh that's a difference [between Japan and Korea.
[yeah yeah yeah
mm huh
Japanese and Korean show their respect to seniors or parents.
that's the same point between Japan and Korea. mmm
but uh
(laughter) but there are some different points.
mm for example seniority system?
yeah seni- seniority system.
I think Korea, Korean people show more respect to seniors than
Japanese. for example they use the term of respect to parents.
[always.
[mmm mmm
that's surprise to me.
ah:: how about you.
uh I was surprised uh when I hear it is natural in Korea uh to uhmake ro
oms for seniors in on, on the train? uh while in Japan it isnot natural bec
ause mmm uh we Japanese are so shy?
[so mmm we sometimes hesitate to make rooms for seniors.
[yeah (laughter)
mmm yeah eh sometimes some, some seniors get angry when we,
when we if "please take look the seat that...
H::I ah yeah they say "I'm I'm young [not seniors. (laughter)
[yeah I'm still young.
(laughter) yeah that is yeah uh sometimes I feel I when if I, If I
said to the, the seniors. "please take, take seat"?
[but he or she said "no thank you."
[yeah hh? yeah (laughter)
I'm afraid. so so sometimes I can't say.
mm mm mm but on the contrary? some seniors r, ru, ru- rush into
the train uh rush mmm to get a seat.
ah::! yeah (laughter)
uh seniors force us to give [give our seats uh mm show their
attitude.
[yeah yeah
ye:s
mm mm sometimes I confused which I should choose.
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what! what do you like Japanese culture?
uh to tell the truth I'm not that interested in Japanese culture.
really. (laughter)
yeah yes
wh- why or why.
I'm interested in only sports.
really.
oh yes
sport uh strict seniority system is there sports...
uh no? um in my lacrosse team uh there is little uh little seniority
system.
Private University 2: Group 42 (Topic: Culture)
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R:
I'm in uh Japanese uh? now Japan is Americanizing too too
Americanizing.
uh:
yeah I think so too.
but uh most Japanese can't speak English? mm I think it's so um
(laughter)
uhm I heard it uhm I think uh Japanese people should more
(inaudible) more understand about traditional Japanese culture.
uh mmm
so do you agree.
eh? uh I, I have a surprising story... in Thailand girls give a red
rose in valentine.
red rose?
valentine day.
red?
red rose. bara.
a red rose.
UH:: yah:
well really?
in Japan girls give [chocolate to boy?
[chocolate. (laughter)
but England or America um uh girls gives boys, boys gives girls
(inaudible)
mm mm
give chocolates is only in Japan?
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R:
M:
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R:
L:
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M:
L:
M:
L:
R:
L:
M:
R:
mm mm yeah
(laughter)
uh so mm (laughter) about Japanese? Japanese culture?
Japanese culture.
uhm when a lot of foreign people there ah! a lot of people who
comes to Japan knows uh knows much better than our us about
Japanese traditional culture. [um
[mm uh yeah I agree uh yes. the day before
yesterday? I was chatting on the Internet? with a with a girl
in uh maybe Romania? and she said she likes mm Haruki Murakami ?
Murakami Haruki so and she knows much about his
books? so uh then I, I strong uh I strongly thought Japanese
should learn about Japan more.
yes we should try...
I think so too.
and I hear uh many, many foreign people mm ask Japanese people
about uh Japanese old story uh such as Genji Monogatari?
[uh:..
so we should uh: I think we should have studied more in, in when
I was a high school student
(laughter)
sometimes I feel ah I feel that I ashamed that ashamed of not
knowing about Japanese culture [so much so much...
[mmm
eh foreign people likes Noh (Japanese) Kyohgen
uhh yeah
yes so but I, I have never seen that...
yeah yeah.
uh: uh: now I want, I want to uh watch them? uh I and there is a
little expensive. uh more than uh other (inaudible)
Private University 2: Group 43 (Topic: Culture)
1
2
L:
M:
I don't so think about what is Japanese food and what is foreign
food? because so so in weeks so so Monday I, I a house? so curry,
curry and next day I'm uh like a Chinese food and the other day
so I had pasta. so usually I don't so I don't think about what's
Japanese food or this foreign food. how about you so.
I agree with you? mmm now Japanese food means Japanese-
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M:
American food, Japanese Chinese food?
uh: so so so so
in my case I worked at sushi shop? ur: uh the taste is mm but
rounding sushi [rounding sushi that's not Japanese culture. [I think.
[uh:: [mmm
yours? [foreign?
[yeah I think umm it's not traditional Japanese cul- I think [so...
[mmm::
what do you think about.
now I think I would think so. now we, we couldn't so we couldn't
categorize so what is Japanese food so... that's why (inaudible) so
it's hard to find mm traditional Japanese restaurants so uh:
actually there are, there are some? Japanese restaurants Ohtoya. orOhashi?
[mmm
[uh:
but so but so these res- restaurants so serve us mm sometimes so noodle
or in the [what uh fried, fried fish? so (inaudible) so fried
[mmm
fish is not just traditional Japanese food so a lot of people are
confused Japanese food with foreign and
(inaudible) I work Korean BBQ house? [but not Korea Korea and
[UH: not Korea.
[oh:
Japanese mixed.
uh:
mmm it do you know bibimbap?
I'm yeah [I know it.
[OK
I don't know what to say ishiyaki? mmm mm my store have four
or five menu? ishiyaki bibimbap? mm one is Korean bibimbap? but
it's seafood bibimbap?
[UH:
[seafood bibimbap…
a:nd ume bibimbap?
(laughter)
(laughter)
it's not Korean food.
[uh: so so so so
[uh:
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so I was, I was so when I went to mm Taiwan last year or so so
so usually I drink uh oolong cha, oolong cha but so they sold so in
the convenience stores in Taipei? so so so so mm Japanese oolong
cha nihonshiki oolong [so so they don't think so.
[mmm? really?
Japan, Japanese oolong cha is NOT mm tea. so usually they has
they have so sweet, sweet tea.
yeah. the I've already experienced such a such a
so
they usually drink sweet [tea? oh!
[sweet so they must put in the mm uh
sugar. in tea but so Japanese get accustomed to non sugar, non
sugar mm sometimes uh we confuse about oolong cha. uh so we
think so oolong tea is come from China
yes Chinese usually drink oolong cha.
but actually so someone have changed our images that Chinese tea
so that into Japanese oolong tea. so this is the most difficult case
I think
that experience do you have?
in another country?
yes. I, I have never gone [to foreign country.
[uh: [mm
please tell me.
oh culture shock?
yes.
mm…
Private University 2: Group 44 (Topic: Culture)
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M:
R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
L:
I think Japanese university student don't study.
you think a studying culture.
yeah uh yeah university student don't study.
oh why do you think so.
uh mm so in Japan uhm there is a um s- s- statement, there is a
statement of a university is uh like leisure land.
leisure land?
uh huh?
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R:
M:
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and make friends or do sports or so I um enjoyable place.
mmm.
so uhm I think Chinese university students study more. and
American and American students um pay uhm pay uh [mm ? no
[fee?
mmm pay money. for university by by mmm =
= by themselves?
yes yes.
mm that is the mmm very difficult uh umm very different
[from Japanese students?
[mmm. mmm yeah. I agree
mm mm?
but now it's getting better than before. that now the students study
much harder than uh: they did like forty years ago or something
because getting job is very difficult [these days so...
[mmm
[it's good. mm. maybe.
[because of depression?
mmm woman students uh like to study a special topic.
special topic.
that is...
to um get a mm practical technique. for example... to be umm
teacher or medical
mmm
[uh: yeah yeah yeah.
[I like to get a license mmm maybe that's also because getting
job is very difficult. these days so they want to get a license.
yeah
once you get a license? it's kind kind of like uh:
an advantage?
yeah yeah
that's good.
are any of you trying to get the teacher's license? or any kind of
license?
no...
no. how about you.
uh teacher's license.
really.
do you want to be teacher?
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M:
uhm I wan-, I actually don't really want to be a teacher but just I just
want a licence.
uh: it's to get a relief. [uh: relief yeah yeah
[(laughter) guarantee...
yeah yeah so how about you.
[uh:
[how about
are you going to, are you doing anything special? for the job for ah
to get a license?
uh: nothing.
I want to get uhm some licenses? uhm but I can't uh if you know?
I will go to Micronasia? and it's next yeah next March. so uh: I
want to learn (inaudible) there but uh I don't know
but studying abroad [is one kind of advantage [I think.
[yeah yeah I think so too.
[yeah uh:
Japanese people uh: tend to do one sport. so American students uh
do some sports. for example baseball and basketball and but
Japanese students do only one sports. it's I, I don't like this
situation.
mmm:? but how about you. you do.
yeah I only…
Private University 2: Group 45 (Topic: Culture)
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M:
R:
L:
M:
L:
do you have any idea of cul- Japanese culture?
Japanese culture.
Japanese culture.
I think that uh through my, my bizmate with Korean students? My
partner knows lot of about Japanese comic books then so Korean
people knows about Japanese culture well a lot but Japanese
students don't know much about Korean culture.
uh:: I agree with you. I'm when I was a high school student? I
went to Canada to, to join the culture exchange program and there
are uhm there were a lot of Korean students and they know they
knew about Japanese culture a lot. but I don't, I didn't know about
Korean culture... and they, they loved to listen ‘X Japan’? but, but you
know uhm our eh our generation don't, didn't have a didn't
know a lot about ‘X Japan’? uh so they really wanted to talk about
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L/R:
M:
L:
M:
L:
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R:
M:
R:
M:
R:
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X Japan with Japanese students but we don't know about that so we
don't, we don't know about that. so it's interesting, aren't they.
but nowadays we can see the Korean movies and TV program? so
can learn more uh: than, um than [ before. yeah
[before? yeah I think so.
have you ever seen the Korean movie or drama?
fuyu no sonata.
o:h:?
I, I saw that.
do you like that?
mm I don't like uh: too, too swee- ? too sweet.
uh: [I saw Ryohkiteki na kanojo.
[yeah ah: ya ya ya:
I don't know what to say, what, what… can I say in English
mm
it's, it's interesting. it's comedy so I, I like it.
mm it's like Japanese style? or it's Korean original style.
Korean original. uh Korean original movies but I can understand
their feeling and I can (laughter) [it's comedy so it's interesting.
[mmm mmm so I watched
in the TV the maybe TV program and it's BY TV program and
there are, there was BoA
is it Korean? [TV program?
[yes. we can see the Japanese TV and like uh maybe
Tokyo MX TV?
mmm
I don't know but so and there was BoA and in Korea they are
more aggressive to the uh (inaudible) idol, idol but Japan idol
[idol
[uhm cannot uh idols reject the [ yes yes
[funny thing? funny thing but BoA
does do BoA did the funny thing and loves people...
uh make fun of uh the what comedian make fun of
ada, ada- adapt um her feeling?
no mm no like utaban? mm Ishibashi…
uh: yeah
uh fun of the singers?
OK OK. I got it.
mm... so and more more aggressive to singers [in Korea
445
25
(BC)
26
27
L:
M:
L:
M:
[I know: I can
imagine I see that.
really, really.
is it music TV program. [right? it's come [come… uh: mm I see.
[no no no no [yes yes yes
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19 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 19 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
20 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 20 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
21 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 21 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
22 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 22 A1 A1 B1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
23 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 23 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
24 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 24 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
25 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 25 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1
26 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 26 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1
27 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 27 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1
28 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 28 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
30 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 30 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
31 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 31 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
32 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 32 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
33 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 33 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2
34 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 34 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
35 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 35 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
36 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2 36 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
37 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 37 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
38 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 38 A2 A2 B1+ A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2
39 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 39 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2
40 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 40 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
41 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 41 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
42 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 42 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2
43 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 43 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
44 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 44 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1
45 A1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 45 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
46 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 46 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
47 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 47 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
48 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 48 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
49 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 49 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2
50 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 50 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
51 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A1 51 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
52 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 52 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
53 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 53 A2 A1 A2+ A2 B1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1
54 A2 A2 B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 54 A2 A2 B2+ B1 B1 B1 A1 A2 B1 A2 B1
55 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 55 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
56 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 56 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
57 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 57 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
58 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 58 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
59 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 59 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1
60 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 60 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2
61 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 61 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
62 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 62 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
63 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 63 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
64 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 64 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
65 A1 A1 B2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ 65 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+
66 A1 A1 B1+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 66 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1
67 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 67 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1
68 A1 A1 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2+ 68 A1 A1 B2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1
69 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 69 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1
70 A2 B1 B1+ B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 A1 B1 B2 70 A2 A2+ C1 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 B2
71 A2 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 B1 71 A2 A2 C1 A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A1 A1 A2 B1
72 A2+ B1 B1+ B1 B1 B1+ A2+ B1 A2 A2+ B2 72 A2+ A2+ B2+ B1 B1 B2 A2 B2 A2 A2 B2
73 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 73 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2
74 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 74 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1
75 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 75 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
76 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1 76 A2 A2 B2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2+
77 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 77 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+
78 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 78 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+
79 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 79 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1
80 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1 80 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
81 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1 81 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2+ A2
82 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 82 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2
83 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 83 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 B1
84 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2+ B1 84 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1
85 A2+ B1 B1+ B1 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ B1 B1 B2 85 A2+ B1 B1+ B1 A2+ B2 A1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1
86 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ 86 A2 A1 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A2
87 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 A1 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ 87 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 B1 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2
88 A2+ A2 B1+ B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1 88 A2+ A2 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1
89 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 B1 89 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 B1
90 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A1 A2+ A1 A1 B1 A2+ A2 90 A2 A1 B1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
91 A2 B1+ BA1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 B1 A2 91 A2 B1+ C2 B1 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2
92 A2 A2 BA1 BA1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 92 A2 B1+ BA1 BA1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2
93 A2 B1+ B1 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 93 A2 B1+ B1+ A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2
94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A2 94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2
95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2 B2 A2+ A2 B2+ B2 B1+ 95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2 B2 A2 A2 B2+ B1+ B1
96 A2 B2 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 B1 A2 A2+ 96 A2 B2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
97 A1 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ B1 A1 B1 A1 A2+ B2+ 97 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ B1 A2 B1 A2 B1 B2
98 A2+ B2 B1 A2+ B1+ B1 A2 B2 B1 A2+ B1+ 98 A2+ B1 B1 A2+ B1+ A2+ A2 B1+ B1 B1 B2
99 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 BA1 A2 A1 A2 B1 99 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 BA1 A2 A1 A2 B1
100 A2+ A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2+ B2+ 100 A2+ A2+ B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 B2+
101 B1+ B2+ B2 B2 B1+ B1+ B1+ B1+ B2 B1 B1 101 B1+ B1 B2+ B2 B1+ B1+ B1 B1+ B2 B1 B1
102 B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1 B2 B1 A2 102 B1 A2+ B1+ B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1 B2 B1 A2
103 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1 103 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 B1 B1 B1
104 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1 104 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1
105 A2 A2+ B2 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 B2+ A2+ B1 105 A2 A2+ B1+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 B2 A2 B1
106 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 106 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A2
107 A1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ 107 A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
108 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A1 BA1 A2 A2 108 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A2
109 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+ 109 A2 B1+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
110 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+ 110 A2 B1 A1+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2
111 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ 111 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+
112 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 112 A2 B1 A1+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
113 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 113 A2 B1 A1+ A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+
114 A2 B1 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 114 A2 B1 A1+ A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+
115 A2 B1+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ 115 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
116 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ 116 A2 B1+ A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1
117 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ 117 A2 B1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
118 A2 B1+ B2 B1 B1 B1 A2 B1 A2 A2 B1 118 A2 B1 C1 B1 B1 B1 A2 B1+ A2 A2 B1
119 A1 A2 B1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 119 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
120 A1 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 120 A1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2
121 B1 B2 B2 B2 B1 B2 B1+ B2 B1 A2 B2+ 121 B1 B2 B2 B2 B1 B2 B1+ B2 B1 A2 B2+
122 B1+ B2 C1 B2+ B1+ B2 B1 B2 B2+ B1+ C1 122 B1+ B2 C1 B2+ B1+ B2 B1 B2 B2+ A2 C1
123 B1 B2+ B2 B2+ B1+ B2 B1 B1+ B1 B1+ C1 123 B1 B2+ B2 B2+ B1 B2 B1 B1 B2 A2 B1
124 A2+ B1 B1+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2+ B2+ 124 A2+ B1 B1+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 B1 B1 A2 B2
125 A2+ B1 B2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ B1 B1 A2 B2 125 A2+ B1 B1+ A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 A2 B2
126 B1 B1 B2 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ B1 B2 A2 B2+ 126 B1 B1 B1+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 B1 B1 B2
127 B1 B2 C1 A2+ B1+ B1+ A2+ B1+ B1 B1 B2 127 B1 B1+ B2+ A2+ B1 B1 A2+ B1+ A2+ A2 B1
128 A2+ B2 B2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 B1 A2 A2 B2 128 A2+ B1+ B2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1
129 A1 B1 B2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 B2 129 A1 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ A2 B1
130 A2+ B2+ C1 B1 A2+ B1+ B1 B1+ B2+ B1 B2 130 A2+ B2 C1 B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1+ B2+ B1 B2
131 B1 B1 B2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 B1 B2 B1 B2 131 B1 B1+ B2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ B2 A2 B1
132 A2 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2+ B2+ 132 A2 B1 B1+ A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 A2 B1
133 B1+ B1 B2 B2 B1+ B2 A2+ A2+ B2 B1+ C1 133 B1+ B1 B2+ B2 B1+ B2 A2+ A2+ B2 B2 C1
134 B1 B1+ B1+ A2+ B1+ B2 A2 B1+ B2 B1 B2 134 B1 B1 B2 A2+ B1 B1 A2 B2 B2 A2 B2
135 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B2 A2+ B2 135 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 A2 B2
447
Fluency Interaction
ID Rater1 Rater2 Rater3 Rater4 Rater5 Rater6 Rater7 Rater8 Rater9 Rater10 Rater11 ID Rater1 Rater2 Rater3 Rater4 Rater5 Rater6 Rater7 Rater8 Rater9 Rater10Rater11
1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2+
2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 2 A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+
3 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 3 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+
4 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 4 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2
5 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 5 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
6 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 6 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2
7 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 7 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
8 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 8 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
9 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 9 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
10 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 10 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
11 A1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 11 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
12 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 12 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
13 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 13 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
14 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 14 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
15 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 15 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
16 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 16 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1
17 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 17 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1
18 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 18 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
19 BA1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 19 BA1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
20 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 20 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
21 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 21 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
22 A1 A1 B1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 22 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2
23 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 23 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
24 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 24 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+
25 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2 25 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2
26 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 26 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
27 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 27 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
28 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 28 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
30 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 30 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+
31 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 31 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
32 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 32 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
33 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 33 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
34 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2+ 34 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
35 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 35 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
36 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2+ 36 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2
37 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 37 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2+
38 A2 A2 B1+ A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 38 A2 A2+ B1+ A2 A2+ B1 A1 A2 A2+ B1 A2+
39 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 39 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2+ B1 A2
40 A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 40 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1
41 A1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 41 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1
42 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 42 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2
43 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 43 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
44 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 44 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
45 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 45 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A1
46 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 46 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
47 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 47 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
48 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 48 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1
49 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 49 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2
50 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 50 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2
51 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 51 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2
52 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+ 52 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2+
53 A2 A1 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 B1 53 A2 A1 B1+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2+
54 A2 A2 B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2 B1 54 A2 A2+ B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1
55 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 55 A1 A1 B1+ A2 B1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
56 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 56 A1 A1 B1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1
57 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 57 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1
58 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1+ A1 A1 A2 58 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2+
59 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ 59 A1 A2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+
60 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 60 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1
61 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 61 A1 A1 B1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
62 A1 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 62 A1 A2 B2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1
63 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 63 A2 A2 B1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
64 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 64 A1 A1 A2 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
65 A1 A1 B2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2+ 65 A1 A2 B2+ A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 B1
66 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+ 66 A1 A2 B2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+
67 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 67 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
68 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1 68 A1 A2 B2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2+ A2 B1
69 A1 A2 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2+ 69 A1 A2 B2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+
70 A2 B1 B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 B1 B2 70 A2 A2+ B2+ B1 B1 B2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ B2
71 A2 A2 B2+ A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 71 A2 A1 B2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1
72 A2+ B1 B2 B1 B1 B2 A2+ B1+ A2+ B1 B2+ 72 A2 A2+ B2+ B1 B1 B1+ A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ B2+
73 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A2 73 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1+ A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2
74 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 74 A2 B1 B1+ A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2
75 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 75 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2
76 A2 A2 B1+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 76 A2 A1 B2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2+
77 A2 A1 B1+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 77 A2 A1 B1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2+
78 A2 A1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 78 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2+
79 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 79 A2 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2
80 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2+ A2 80 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2
81 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 81 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2
82 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 82 A2+ BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
83 A2+ A2 A2 B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 83 A2+ A1 BA1 B1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2
84 B1 A2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1 84 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2 B1 A1 A2 A2+ A2 B2
85 A2+ B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ B1 B1 B1+ 85 A2+ A2+ B2 B1 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ B1 A2 B2
86 A2 A2 B1+ A2+ A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ 86 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2
87 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 87 A2+ A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2
88 A2+ A2+ B1 B1 A2 A2+ A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 88 A2+ A2 A2 B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2+
89 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 B1 89 A2 A1 BA1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2
90 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 90 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2+
91 A2 B1+ C1 B1 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1 91 A2 B2 B2+ B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 B1+
92 A2 A2+ BA1 BA1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 92 A2 A2 B1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 A1
93 A2+ B1+ B2+ A2 A2 B1 B1 A2 B1 A1 B1 93 A2 B2 B1+ A2 A2+ A2 B1 A2 B1 A2 A2
94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B2 A2 A2+ 94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2+ A2
95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2+ B2 A2+ A2 B2 B1+ B1+ 95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2 B1+ A2+ A2 B2+ B1+ B2
96 A2 B2 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 B1 A2 A2+ 96 A2 B2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B2 A2+ A2
97 A1 B2 A2 A2+ A2+ B1+ A1 B1 A1 B1 B2 97 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 A1 B1+ A1 A2 B2+
98 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1+ B1 A2 B1+ A2+ A2 B2 98 A2+ B2 B2+ A2+ B1+ B1+ A2+ B2 B1 B1 B1
99 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A2 99 A2 A2 A1 A2+ BA1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
100 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ B2+ 100 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ BA1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 B2+
101 B1+ B2+ B1+ B2 B1 B1+ B1+ B1+ B2+ B1 B1 101 B1+ B2+ B1 B2 B1+ B1+ B1+ B1+ B2+ B1+ B1
102 B1 B2 B1+ B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1 B2 B1 A2 102 B1 B2+ B1+ B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1+ B2 B1+ A1
103 A2 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 A2 B1 A2 B1 103 A2 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ B1
104 A2 B1 B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1 104 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2
105 A2 B2 B2+ B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 B2 A2+ B1+ 105 A2 B1+ B2 B1 B1+ A2 A2+ A2+ B1 B1 B1
106 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 106 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2
107 A1 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 107 A1 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1
108 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A1 BA1 A2 A2 108 A2 B1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 BA1 A2 A2
109 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 109 A2 B1+ A1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
110 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 110 A2 B1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2
111 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 111 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+ A2
112 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 112 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1
113 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 113 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ B1
114 A2 B1+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1 114 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1
115 A2 B1+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 115 A2 B1+ B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1
116 A2 B1+ B1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 116 A2 B1+ B1 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 B1
117 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 117 A2 B1+ A2+ B1 BA1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ B1
118 A2 B1+ C1 B1 B1 B1 A2 B1+ A1 A2 A2+ 118 A2 B1 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2 B1+ A2 A2+ B1
119 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ 119 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 A2 A1 A2+ B1
120 A1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+ 120 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2+ B1
121 B1 B2 B2 B2 B1 B1+ B1 B2 B1 A2+ B2+ 121 B1 B2 A2+ B2 A2+ B1 B1+ B2 B1 A2 A2
122 B1+ B2+ C1 B2+ B1+ B1+ B1 B2 B2+ A2+ C1 122 B1+ B2 C1 B2+ B1 B1 B1 B2 B2 B1 A1
123 B1 B2+ B2 B2+ B1 B1+ B1 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ 123 B1 B2+ B2+ B2+ B1 B1 B1 B1 B2 B1+ A2
124 A2+ B1 B2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 B1 B1+ A2 B1 124 A2+ B1 A2 B1 A2 A1 A2+ B1 B1 A2 A2+
125 A2+ B1 B2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ B1 A2 B1 125 A2+ B1 A2 A2+ A1 A1 A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A2+
126 B1 B1+ B2 B1 B1 A2 A2+ B1 B1+ A2 B1 126 B1 B1 A2 B1 A2 A1 A2+ B1 B1 A2 A2+
127 B1 B1+ B2+ A2+ A2+ B2 A2+ B1+ B1 A2+ C1 127 B1 B1 C1 A2+ B1+ A2+ A2+ B2 B1 A2+ C1
128 A2+ B1+ B2 A2+ A2 B1 A2 B1 A1 A2 B1 128 A2+ B1 B2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 B1 A1 A2+ B1
129 A1 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2+ A2 B1 129 A1 B1 B1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2+ A2 B1
130 A2+ B2 B2+ B1 B1 A2 B1 B2 B2+ A2+ B1 130 A2+ B1 B2 B1 B1 A2+ B1 B2 B2 B1+ A2
131 B1 B1+ B2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ 131 B1 B1 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ B2 B1 A2
132 A2 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 132 A2 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 A2
133 B1+ B1+ C1 B2 B1+ B2 A2+ A2+ B2+ B1 C1 133 B1+ B1 C1 B2 B1 A2+ A2+ B1 B2+ B2 C1
134 B1 B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B1 A2 B2 B2 A2 B1 134 B1 B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 A2+ B1+ B2+ B1+ B1
135 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ B2 A2 B2 135 A2 B1 B1+ B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ B2+ B1+ B1
448
Coherence GLOBAL
ID Rater1 Rater2 Rater3 Rater4 Rater5 Rater6 Rater7 Rater8 Rater9 Rater10 Rater11 ID Rater1 Rater2 Rater3 Rater4 Rater5 Rater6 Rater7 Rater8 Rater9 Rater10Rater11
1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
2 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
3 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 3 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
4 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 4 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
5 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 5 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
6 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 6 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
7 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 7 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
8 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 8 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
9 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 9 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
10 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 10 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
11 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 11 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
12 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 12 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
13 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 13 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
14 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 14 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
15 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 15 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
16 A1 A1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 16 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1
17 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 17 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
18 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 18 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
19 BA1 BA1 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 19 BA1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
20 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 20 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
21 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 21 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
22 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 22 A1 A1 B1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2
23 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 23 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
24 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 24 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
25 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2 25 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A2
26 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A2 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 26 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
27 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 27 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A2 A1 A2
28 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 28 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A2 29 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
30 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 30 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
31 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 31 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
32 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 32 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
33 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 33 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
34 A1 BA1 A2 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 34 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
35 A1 BA1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2 35 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A2
36 A1 BA1 A1 A2 BA1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2 36 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A2
37 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 37 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+
38 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 B1 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 38 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2+
39 A1 A2 BA1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 39 A1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2
40 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 40 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1
41 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 41 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
42 A1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 42 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1
43 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 43 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
44 BA1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 44 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
45 A1 BA1 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A2 A1 A1 45 A1 BA1 A2 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
46 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 46 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
47 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 47 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1
48 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 48 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1
49 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 49 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2
50 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 50 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2
51 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 51 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2
52 A2 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 52 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
53 A2 A1 B1+ A2 A2+ A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 53 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1
54 A2 A2+ C1 B1 B1 B1 A1 A1 B1 A2+ A2 54 A2 A2 B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1
55 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 55 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
56 A1 A1 A2 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 56 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
57 A1 A1 A2 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 57 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
58 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 58 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
59 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A2 A1 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 59 A1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2
60 A1 A1 A1 A2 BA1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 60 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 A2
61 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 61 A1 A1 B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
62 A1 A2 B1+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 62 A1 A2 B2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
63 A2 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 63 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
64 A1 A1 A2+ A2 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 64 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2
65 A1 A1 B2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 65 A1 A2 B2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1
66 A1 A1 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 66 A1 A2 B2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
67 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2+ 67 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
68 A1 A1 B1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2+ 68 A1 A1 B2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1
69 A1 A1 B1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 69 A1 A1 B2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A2
70 A2 B1 B2 B1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ B2 70 A2 B1 B2+ B1 B1 B1+ A2 A2 A2 B1 B2
71 A2 A1 B1+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 71 A2 A2+ B2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
72 A2+ B1 B2 B1 A2+ B2 A2 B2 A2 A2 B2 72 A2+ B1 B2 B1 B1 B2+ A2+ B1+ A2+ A2+ B2
73 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 BA1 A1 A2 73 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 BA1 A2 A2
74 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 74 A2 A2+ B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2
75 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 75 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
76 A2 A2+ B2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1 76 A2 A2 B2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 B1
77 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 77 A2 A1 B1+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
78 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 B1 78 A2 A1 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1
79 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 79 A2 A1 A1 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2
80 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2+ A2 80 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2
81 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2 81 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+
82 A2 BA1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 A1 A2 82 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2
83 A2+ A1 BA1 B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 B1 83 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 A2
84 B1 A1 B1 B1 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 B1+ 84 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 B1+
85 A2+ B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ B1 A2+ B2 85 A2+ B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B2 A2 A2+ B1 B1 B1+
86 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 B1 86 A2 A2 B1 A2+ A1 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+
87 A2+ A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 B1 A2+ B1 87 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 B1 A2+ A2+
88 A2+ A2 B1+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 A2 B1 88 A2+ A2+ B1+ B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 B1 A2+ A2+
89 A2 A2 BA1 A2+ A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 89 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2+
90 A2 A1 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 A2 B1 90 A2 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A1 B1 A2+ A2+
91 A2 A2+ B2 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 B1 91 A2 B1+ C1 A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 B1
92 A2 A2+ BA1 BA1 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 92 A2 A2+ BA1 BA1 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A2
93 A2 B2+ B1 A2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ B1 A1 B1 93 A2 B2 B1+ A2 A2+ B1 B1 A2 B1 A1 B1
94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ B2 A2 B1 94 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ B1 A2 A2+
95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2 B1+ A2 A2 B2+ B1 B1+ 95 B1 B2+ C2 B2 B2 B1+ A2+ A2 B2+ B1+ B2
96 A2 B2 B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 A2 B1 96 A2 B2 B1+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 B1 A2 A2+
97 A1 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 B1 A1 B1 A2 A2 B2+ 97 A1 B2 B1 A2+ A2+ B1 A1 B1 A2 A2+ B2+
98 A2+ B1 B2 A2+ B1+ B1+ A1 B2 B1 A2 B2 98 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1+ B1+ A2 B2 B1 B1 B2
99 A2 A2 A1 A2+ A1 A2 BA1 A2 A2 A2 B2 99 A2 B1 A1 A2+ A1 A2 BA1 A2 A2 A2 A2+
100 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 C1 100 A2+ B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ B2+
101 B1+ B2+ B2 B2 B1+ B1 B1 B2 B2+ B1 B1 101 B1+ B2+ B2 B2 B1+ B1+ B1+ B1+ B2+ B1 B1
102 B1 B2 B1+ B1 A2+ B1 B1 B1+ B2 B1 B1 102 B1 B2 B1+ B1 B1 B1+ B1 B1 B2 B1 A2+
103 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 A2+ B2 103 A2 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 A2 B1 A2+ B1+
104 A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A1 B1 104 A2 B1 A2+ A2 A2 A1 A1 A1 A2 A2 B1
105 A2 B1 B2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 B2+ A2 B2 105 A2 B1+ B2+ B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 B2 A2+ B1+
106 A1 A2 BA1 A1 BA1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2 106 A1 A2 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 BA1 A1 A2
107 A1 B1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A1 A2+ 107 A1 B1+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+
108 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A1 A2 A1 BA1 A1 A2 108 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A1 BA1 A2 A2
109 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 109 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+
110 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 110 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 A2+
111 A2 A2+ A1 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 B1 111 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A1 A2 A1 A2 B1
112 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ B1 112 A2 B1+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1
113 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 113 A2 B1+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1
114 A2 A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 114 A2 B1+ A2 A2+ B1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1
115 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 115 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
116 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 116 A2 B1+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2+ A2 A2 A2 B1
117 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 117 A2 B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+
118 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 A2 A2 B1 118 A2 A2+ B2+ B1 B1 B1 A2 B1+ A2 A2 B1
119 A1 A2+ B1 A2+ A2 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 B1 119 A1 A2 A2+ A2 A1 A1 A2 A2 A1 A2 A2+
120 A1 A2+ B1 A2+ A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A1 A2 B1 120 A1 A2 B2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+
121 B1 B2 B2+ B2 B1 B1+ B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B2 121 B1 B1+ B2+ B2 B1 B2 B1+ B2 B1 A2+ B1+
122 B1+ B2+ C1 B2+ B1 B2 B1 B2+ B2 B2 C1 122 B1+ B2 C1 B2+ B1+ B2 B1 B2 B2+ B1+ B2+
123 B1 B2+ B2+ B2+ B1 B1+ B1 B1 B2 A2 B2 123 B1 B2+ B2+ B2+ B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 B1+ B1+
124 A2+ B1 A2 B1 A2 A2 A2 B1 B1 A2 B2 124 A2+ B1 B2 B1 A2+ A2 A2+ B1 B1+ A2+ B1+
125 A2+ B1 A2 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2+ B1 A2 B2 125 A2+ B1 B2 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ A2 B1 A2 B1
126 B1 B1 A2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 B1 B2 A2 B2 126 B1 B1 B2+ B1 B1 A2+ A2+ B1 B2 A2+ A2+
127 B1 B2 C1 A2+ B1 A2 A2 B1+ B1 A2+ C1 127 B1 B2 C1 A2+ B1+ B1+ A2+ B1+ B1 B1 B2+
128 A2+ B1+ B2 A2+ A1 A2 A2 B1 A2 A2 B1 128 A2+ B1 B2+ A2+ A2 B1 A2 B1 A2 A2+ B1
129 A1 B1 B1 A2+ A1 A2 A1 A2 A2 A2 B1 129 A1 B1 B2 A2+ A2 A2+ A1 A2 A2+ A2 B1
130 A2+ B2 B2+ B1 A2+ B1 B1 B2 B2+ B1 B1 130 A2+ B2+ B2+ B1 B1 B1+ B1 B2 B2+ B1+ B1
131 B1 B1 B2+ B1 A2+ A2 A2 A2+ B2+ A2+ B1 131 B1 B1 B2 B1 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ B2 B1 B1
132 A2 A2+ B2 A2 A1 A2+ A2 A2 A2 A2 B1 132 A2 A2+ B2 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ A2 A2+ A2+ B1
133 B1+ B1 C1 B2 B1 B1 A2+ A2 B2 B1 C1 133 B1+ B1 C1 B2 B1+ B2 A2+ A2+ B2+ B2 C1
134 B1 B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 A2+ B2 B2 A2+ B1 134 B1 B1 B2 B1 B1 B1 A2 B2 B2 B1 B1
135 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2 A2+ A2+ B2 A2 B1 135 A2 B1 B1 B1 A2 A2+ A2+ A2+ B2 A2+ B1+
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Appendix D: Error Tag-set
出典：和泉 絵美・内元 清貴・井佐原 均「日本人 1200人の英語スピーキングコーパス」
独立行政法人 情報通信研究機構，アルク，エラータグ付与ガイドライン ver. 1.1 pp.
178-209
Error (例は誤正) 【 】は誤用例，タグは省略
1 名詞に関する誤り
1) 活用に関する誤り：a)複数形 childs children 【常に複数形が単数形 glassは(4)】
b)所有格形 girls’s girls’ (see (3))
2) 名詞の単複誤り：one things, two thing
【成句内の決まっている単数形・複数形はその他】
3) 名詞の格の誤り：my friend house friend’s (see (1))
4) (不)加算名詞誤り：conditionscondition; furnituresfurniture
5) 補部の誤り：名詞の補部となる箇所がその名詞に適切な形でない
ability of gettingability to get
【名詞に結合する従属前置詞の誤りは前置詞 full advantage withfull advantage
of】
6) 名詞語彙選択の誤り：造語を含む his speakhis speech
【phrase中の 1語の間違いはその他】
2 動詞に関する誤り
7) 活用に関する誤り：過去・完了の見かけ上の形活用の誤り oppositedopposed
【時制は別】
8) 人称・数の不一致：He havehe has
9) 動詞の形選択誤り：文脈上の原形・現在/過去分詞形の誤り to becomingto become
【時制は別】【動詞の補部の誤りは補部 make him to understandmake him
understand】
10) 動詞の時制の誤り：when he will arrivewhen he arrives
【現在/過去分詞誤りは(9) I’m look forwardI’m looking forward】
11) 相 aspectの誤り：were not knowingdid not know
12) 動詞の態の誤り：The prison has been escaped…There have been several
escapes from the prison.
【動詞が過去分詞になっていないのは(9)： will be notifywill be notified】
13) 動詞の(不)定形誤り：動詞の不定形(不定詞・分詞・動名詞), 定形(人数・数・時制・
法で制限)の誤り It would be a crime cutting down…It would be a crime to cut
down trees.
【動詞の補部の誤りは(16)：I want write a letterI want to write a letter.】
【He found it easy earning moneyHe found it easy to earn moneyは形容詞誤り】
14) 否定形の誤り：He not allow us to…He does not allow us to…
15) 動詞疑問形の誤り：語順誤りを含む Where you are going?Where are you going?
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16) 補部の誤り：補部＝原形不定詞・to不定詞・動名詞・過去分詞・that節の動詞の補
部の不適切な形 It makes people to understand…It makes people understand…
17) 動詞語彙選択誤り：【2語以上の誤り，phrase中の一語が誤っているものはその他】
3 助動詞に関する誤り
18) 助動詞語彙選択誤り：I’m going to answer the phoneI’ll answer the phone.
【助動詞の後の動詞の誤りは別：She could never gone home...could never go…】
【語順は他，時制は時制で処理】
4 形容詞に関する誤り
19) 活用に関する誤り：比較級・最上級の誤り more talltaller
【最上級の the抜けは冠詞の誤り扱い】
20) 比較/最上級の用法誤り：適切でない使用
Jane is the best player than Marythe better player
21) 形容詞の数の誤り：the+形容詞を複数形にしてしまう誤り the poorthe poors
22) 形容詞の数の不一致：These beach wasThis beach was
23) 数量詞の誤り：There was very few trafficThere was very little traffic
【each/every+複数，many/both/several+単数/不可算/集合名詞は(2)】
24) 形容詞補部の誤り：補部の to不定詞，that節が不適切
It was kind of you helping…kind of you to help
【形容詞に結合する従属前置詞は前置詞の誤り According withAccording to】
25) 形容詞語彙選択誤り：It was a genius diamondIt was a genuine diamond
【2語以上の誤り，phrase中の一語が誤っているものはその他】
5 副詞に関する誤り
26) 活用に関する誤り：比較級・最上級への活用誤り more farfarther
【最上級の the抜けは冠詞の誤り扱い】
27) 比較/最上級の用法誤り：適切でない使用 most quickly than memore quickly
than me
28) 副詞の位置の誤り：I have difficulty often…I often have difficulty…
【2つ以上の副詞が連鎖してその 2つの語順誤り，副詞と副詞句間の語順誤り，副詞
句の位置の誤り：これらはその他の語順誤り】
29) 副詞の語彙選択誤り：He worked hardly todayHe worked hard today
6 前置詞に関する誤り
30) 補部の誤り：前置詞＋名詞/代名詞/動名詞の誤った形 look forward to see
to seeing
31) 前置詞の語彙選択誤り：a)普通の前置詞 take uptake off
b)名詞/動詞/形容詞＋従属前置詞 He took full advantage withof
7 冠詞に関する誤り
32) 冠詞の選択誤り，付け忘れ，余剰
【a+不可算名詞/集合名詞は(4)，phrase内はその他】
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8 代名詞に関する誤り【指示代名詞は 22】】
33) 代名詞の活用の誤り：themselfsthemselves
34) 数・性別の一致の誤り：He wrote some words and checked itchecked them
35) 格に関する誤り：I know his I know him
36) 代名詞の語彙選択誤り：I often ask * why I work so hardI often ask myself why
I work so hard
9 接続詞に関する誤り
37) 接続詞の語彙選択誤り：Clint hit a home run, * I didn’tClint hit a home run, but
I didn’t
10 関係詞に関する誤り
38) 格の誤り：I phoned all his friend, none of who……none of whom
39) 関係詞の語彙選択誤り：whowhich等
11 疑問詞に関する誤り
40) 疑問詞の語彙選択誤り：What would you like to eat…?Which would you like to
eat…?
12 その他の誤り
41) 和製英語：アクセル，アパート等
42) 2単語以上の語彙選択誤り(セットフレーズやコロケーション等)：had an
attemptmade an attempt
43) 語順の誤り
44) 種類が特定できない誤り
45) 発話意図不明
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Appendix E: FACETS Output Data
Facets (Many-Facet Rasch Measurement) Version No. 3.64.0 Copyright c(c)
1987-2008, John M. Linacre. All rights reserved.
2009/02/23 23:36:31
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 1. Specifications from file
"C:¥Facets¥examples¥CEFRFacetsEIbias7R10rater.txt".
Title = CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Data file = (C:¥Facets¥examples¥CEFRFacetsEIbias7R10rater.txt)
Output file = C:¥Facets¥examples¥CEFRFacetsEIbias7R10rater.out.txt
; Data specification
Facets = 3
Non-centered = 2
Positive = 2
Labels =
1,Raters (elements = 10)
2,Speakers (elements = 135, highest group = 3)
3,Traits (elements = 6)
Model = ?,?B,?B,SPEAKING,1
Rating (or other) scale = SPEAKING,R7,General,Keep
; Output description
Arrange tables in order = mN,2N,0fN
Bias/Interaction direction = ability ; leniency, easiness: higher score = positive logit
Fair score = Mean
Pt-biserial = Measure
Heading lines in output data files = Y
Inter-rater coefficients reported for facet = 1
Omit unobserved elements = yes
Scorefile = CEFR
Barchart = Yes
Total score for elements = Yes
T3onscreen show only one line on screen iteration report = Y
T4MAX maximum number of unexpected observations reported in Table 4 = 100
T8NBC show table 8 numbers-barcharts-curves = NBC
Unexpected observations reported if standardized residual >= 2
Usort unexpected observations sort order = (1,2,3),(3,1,2),(Z,3)
Vertical ruler definitions = 2N,2C,3A,1A
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WHexact - Wilson-Hilferty standardization = Y
Zscore (Bias size/significance) not less than = 1, 2 ; bias size, t-score
; Convergence control
Convergence = .5, .01
Iterations (maximum) = 0 ; unlimited
Xtreme scores adjusted by = .3, .5 ;(estimation, bias)
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 2. Data Summary Report.
Assigning models to "C:¥Facets¥examples¥CEFRFacetsEIbias7R10rater.txt"
Total lines in data file = 1352
Total data lines = 1352
Responses matched to model: ?,?B,?B,SPEAKING,1 = 8088
Total non-blank responses found = 8088
Number of blank data lines = 2
Number of missing-null observations = 12
Valid responses used for estimation = 8088
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 3. Iteration Report.
[CUTDOWN]
Subset connection O.K.
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 4. Unexpected Responses - appears after Table 8.
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 5. Measurable Data Summary.
+--------------------------------------------------+
|Cat Step Exp. Resd StRes| |
|-----------------------------+--------------------|
| 1.64 1.64 1.64 .00 .00 | Mean (Count: 8088) |
| .96 .96 .82 .51 1.00 | S.D. (Population) |
| .96 .96 .82 .51 1.00 | S.D. (Sample) |
+--------------------------------------------------+
Data log-likelihood chi-square = 11593.8896
Approximate degrees of freedom = 153
Chi-square significance prob. = .0000
Count Mean S.D. Params
Responses used for estimation = 8088 1.64 0.96 153
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CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 6.0 All Facet Vertical "Rulers".
[CUTDOWN: See All Facet Summary: in Section 4.2]
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 6.1 Raters Facet Summary.
[CUTDOWN]
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 6.3 Traits Facet Summary.
[CUTDOWN]
CEFR Ratings 2009-02-23 23:36:25
Table 7.1.1 Raters Measurement Report (arranged by mN).
+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
| Total Total Obsvd Fair-M| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation | Exact Agree. | |
| Score Count Average Avrage|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd|Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Obs % Exp % | Nu Raters |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+--------------+---------------------|
| 973 810 1.2 1.19| 1.77 .07 | .76 -5.2 .71 -5.5| 1.25 | .87 .29 | 46.3 44.6 | 7 G |
| 1108 810 1.4 1.37| 1.06 .07 | .93 -1.3 .85 -2.9| 1.16 | .91 .29 | 50.2 49.9 | 8 H |
| 1207 810 1.5 1.51| .57 .07 | .62 -8.8 .64 -7.9| 1.36 | .87 .29 | 54.8 52.2 | 1 A |
| 1246 810 1.5 1.56| .37 .07 | 1.03 .6 1.05 .9| .93 | .84 .29 | 52.0 52.7 | 5 E |
| 1343 810 1.7 1.69| -.09 .07 | .71 -6.2 .65 -7.3| 1.31 | .83 .29 | 56.0 53.0 | 10 J |
| 1350 810 1.7 1.69| -.13 .07 | 1.55 9.0 1.64 9.0| .44 | .89 .29 | 44.3 53.0 | 2 B |
| 1358 810 1.7 1.70| -.17 .07 | .91 -1.8 .90 -1.9| 1.10 | .84 .29 | 54.7 52.9 | 6 F |
| 1421 810 1.8 1.77| -.47 .07 | 1.51 8.5 1.57 8.8| .48 | .77 .29 | 44.6 52.3 | 9 I |
| 1495 798 1.9 1.87| -.94 .07 | .59 -9.0 .55 -9.0| 1.40 | .86 .30 | 52.8 50.1 | 4 D |
| 1748 810 2.2 2.05| -1.97 .07 | 1.39 6.6 1.38 6.0| .68 | .77 .31 | 38.3 41.3 | 3 C |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+--------------+---------------------|
| 1324.9 808.8 1.6 1.64| .00 .07 | 1.00 -.8 .99 -1.0| | .84 | | Mean (Count: 10) |
| 202.5 3.6 .3 .23| .99 .00 | .34 6.5 .38 6.5| | .05 | | S.D. (Population) |
| 213.5 3.8 .3 .25| 1.04 .00 | .36 6.8 .40 6.9| | .05 | | S.D. (Sample) |
+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
Model, Populn: RMSE .07 Adj (True) S.D. .98 Separation 14.13 Reliability (not inter-rater) 1.00
Model, Sample: RMSE .07 Adj (True) S.D. 1.04 Separation 14.89 Reliability (not inter-rater) 1.00
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-square: 2002.0 d.f.: 9 significance (probability): .00
Model, Random (normal) chi-square: 9.0 d.f.: 8 significance (probability): .35
Inter-Rater agreement opportunities: 36342 Exact agreements: 17951 = 49.4% Expected: 18243.0 = 50.2%
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 7.2.1 Speakers Measurement Report (arranged by mN).
455
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
| Total Total Obsvd Fair-M| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation | |
| Score Count Average Avrage|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd|Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Num Speakers |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+---------------------|
| 214 60 3.6 3.60| 3.63 .21 | 1.30 1.5 1.42 2.1| .63 | .39 .12 | 122 U41M |
| 199 60 3.3 3.34| 2.97 .21 | .85 -.8 .92 -.4| 1.15 | .91 .12 | 133 U45L |
| 198 60 3.3 3.32| 2.93 .21 | .93 -.3 .95 -.2| 1.15 | .62 .12 | 95 U32M |
| 198 60 3.3 3.32| 2.93 .21 | .63 -2.5 .71 -1.8| 1.29 | .29 .12 | 101 U34M |
| 196 60 3.3 3.28| 2.84 .21 | 1.37 2.0 1.39 2.0| .60 | .16 .12 | 121 U41L |
| 196 60 3.3 3.28| 2.84 .21 | 1.02 .1 1.17 .9| .88 | .28 .12 | 123 U41R |
| 185 60 3.1 3.09| 2.38 .20 | 1.41 2.2 1.46 2.4| .47 | .13 .12 | 130 U44L |
| 183 60 3.1 3.05| 2.30 .21 | 1.52 2.7 1.76 3.7| .12 | -.23 .12 | 102 U34R |
| 181 60 3.0 3.01| 2.21 .21 | 1.07 .4 1.09 .6| .90 | .31 .12 | 134 U45M |
| 173 60 2.9 2.87| 1.87 .21 | 1.40 2.1 1.37 2.0| .48 | .41 .12 | 127 U43L |
| 168 60 2.8 2.77| 1.66 .21 | 1.52 2.7 1.60 3.0| .39 | .30 .12 | 98 U33M |
| 166 60 2.8 2.74| 1.57 .21 | 1.21 1.2 1.22 1.2| .84 | .47 .12 | 72 S24R |
| 163 60 2.7 2.68| 1.43 .21 | 1.12 .7 1.09 .5| .77 | .35 .12 | 126 U42R |
| 159 60 2.7 2.61| 1.25 .22 | .93 -.3 .92 -.4| 1.14 | .68 .12 | 85 S29L |
| 157 60 2.6 2.58| 1.15 .22 | 1.20 1.1 1.09 .5| .89 | .40 .12 | 131 U44M |
| 155 60 2.6 2.54| 1.05 .22 | .94 -.3 .84 -.8| .99 | .65 .12 | 70 S24L |
| 153 60 2.6 2.50| .95 .22 | 1.02 .1 .92 -.3| 1.11 | .55 .12 | 105 U35R |
| 153 60 2.6 2.50| .95 .22 | .86 -.7 .77 -1.2| 1.28 | .69 .12 | 135 U45R |
| 150 60 2.5 2.45| .80 .23 | .82 -1.0 .84 -.7| 1.10 | .53 .11 | 124 U42L |
| 149 60 2.5 2.43| .75 .23 | .92 -.4 .97 .0| .94 | .28 .11 | 118 U40L |
| 146 60 2.4 2.38| .59 .23 | 1.95 4.0 1.73 2.9| .44 | .12 .11 | 94 U32L |
| 129 54 2.4 2.37| .55 .25 | 1.12 .6 1.03 .2| .85 | .38 .11 | 91 U31L |
| 145 60 2.4 2.37| .53 .24 | .85 -.7 .94 -.2| 1.01 | .57 .11 | 54 S18R |
| 141 60 2.4 2.30| .30 .24 | 1.88 3.5 1.92 3.4| .16 | .05 .11 | 93 U31R |
| 139 60 2.3 2.27| .18 .25 | 1.01 .1 .92 -.2| .99 | .51 .11 | 125 U42M |
| 138 60 2.3 2.25| .12 .25 | 1.29 1.3 1.39 1.6| .67 | .26 .10 | 128 U43M |
| 136 60 2.3 2.22| -.01 .26 | 2.79 5.8 3.03 5.8| -.51 | .52 .10 | 97 U33L |
| 136 60 2.3 2.22| -.01 .26 | 1.39 1.7 1.19 .8| .84 | .60 .10 | 100 U34L |
| 135 60 2.3 2.21| -.08 .26 | 2.25 4.3 2.27 4.0| .35 | .23 .10 | 96 U32R |
| 134 60 2.2 2.19| -.14 .26 | .60 -2.0 .60 -1.9| 1.29 | .42 .10 | 116 U39M |
| 132 60 2.2 2.16| -.28 .27 | .64 -1.7 .55 -2.1| 1.27 | .62 .10 | 88 S30L |
| 131 60 2.2 2.15| -.35 .27 | .60 -1.9 .62 -1.7| 1.27 | .47 .10 | 114 U38R |
| 130 60 2.2 2.13| -.42 .27 | 1.18 .8 1.30 1.1| .82 | .63 .10 | 84 S28R |
| 130 60 2.2 2.13| -.42 .27 | 1.12 .5 1.10 .4| .85 | .45 .10 | 103 U35L |
| 130 60 2.2 2.13| -.42 .27 | .45 -2.9 .43 -2.8| 1.39 | .48 .10 | 112 U38L |
| 130 60 2.2 2.13| -.42 .27 | .60 -1.9 .55 -2.0| 1.30 | .33 .10 | 115 U39L |
| 129 60 2.2 2.12| -.50 .27 | .50 -2.5 .49 -2.4| 1.34 | .52 .10 | 113 U38M |
| 128 60 2.1 2.10| -.57 .27 | .54 -2.2 .49 -2.4| 1.34 | .52 .10 | 132 U44R |
| 127 60 2.1 2.09| -.65 .28 | 1.02 .1 1.12 .5| .97 | .30 .09 | 117 U39R |
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| 121 60 2.0 2.01| -1.12 .29 | .39 -3.2 .37 -3.1| 1.40 | .34 .09 | 76 S26L |
| 120 60 2.0 2.00| -1.20 .29 | .70 -1.3 .75 -.9| 1.19 | .00 .09 | 75 S25R |
| 119 60 2.0 1.98| -1.29 .29 | .93 -.2 .96 .0| 1.04 | .51 .09 | 87 S29R |
| 118 60 2.0 1.97| -1.37 .29 | .65 -1.5 .68 -1.3| 1.22 | .26 .09 | 78 S26R |
| 118 60 2.0 1.97| -1.37 .29 | 1.68 2.4 1.69 2.3| .56 | .69 .09 | 129 U43R |
| 117 60 2.0 1.95| -1.45 .29 | .53 -2.3 .47 -2.5| 1.32 | -.23 .09 | 63 S21R |
| 117 60 2.0 1.95| -1.45 .29 | 1.33 1.3 1.33 1.2| .71 | -.29 .09 | 74 S25M |
| 113 60 1.9 1.90| -1.78 .28 | 1.62 2.4 1.69 2.4| .49 | .19 .09 | 71 S24M |
| 113 60 1.9 1.90| -1.78 .28 | .97 .0 1.04 .2| 1.02 | .08 .09 | 77 S26M |
| 113 60 1.9 1.90| -1.78 .28 | 1.34 1.4 1.53 1.9| .68 | .26 .09 | 109 U37L |
| 112 60 1.9 1.88| -1.86 .28 | .79 -.9 .81 -.8| 1.13 | .45 .09 | 38 J13M |
| 111 60 1.9 1.87| -1.94 .28 | .56 -2.3 .58 -2.0| 1.33 | .48 .09 | 81 S27R |
| 111 60 1.9 1.87| -1.94 .28 | .50 -2.8 .47 -2.8| 1.40 | .57 .09 | 86 S29M |
| 111 60 1.9 1.87| -1.94 .28 | 1.02 .1 1.12 .5| .95 | .39 .09 | 111 U37R |
| 110 60 1.8 1.85| -2.02 .28 | 1.78 3.0 1.90 3.2| .34 | .18 .09 | 107 U36M |
| 109 60 1.8 1.84| -2.09 .28 | .81 -.9 .82 -.8| 1.16 | .12 .09 | 49 S17L |
| 108 60 1.8 1.82| -2.17 .28 | .73 -1.4 .76 -1.1| 1.23 | .42 .09 | 80 S27M |
| 108 60 1.8 1.82| -2.17 .28 | 1.18 .9 1.30 1.3| .82 | .48 .09 | 83 S28M |
| 108 60 1.8 1.82| -2.17 .28 | 1.09 .5 1.16 .7| .89 | .54 .09 | 90 S30R |
| 108 60 1.8 1.82| -2.17 .28 | 1.09 .4 1.09 .4| .95 | .36 .09 | 120 U40R |
| 107 60 1.8 1.81| -2.25 .28 | 1.33 1.5 1.36 1.5| .68 | .69 .09 | 104 U35M |
| 107 60 1.8 1.81| -2.25 .28 | .99 .0 1.07 .3| .97 | .28 .09 | 110 U37M |
| 105 60 1.8 1.78| -2.40 .27 | 1.16 .8 1.13 .6| .87 | .21 .09 | 59 S20M |
| 104 60 1.7 1.76| -2.47 .27 | .85 -.7 .83 -.8| 1.15 | .27 .09 | 50 S17M |
| 103 60 1.7 1.74| -2.55 .27 | .80 -1.1 .78 -1.1| 1.21 | .60 .09 | 65 S22M |
| 103 60 1.7 1.74| -2.55 .27 | 1.35 1.7 1.36 1.7| .70 | .26 .09 | 119 U40M |
| 102 60 1.7 1.73| -2.62 .27 | .95 -.2 .94 -.2| 1.06 | .20 .09 | 51 S17R |
| 102 60 1.7 1.73| -2.62 .27 | 1.13 .7 1.14 .7| .86 | .53 .09 | 53 S18M |
| 102 60 1.7 1.73| -2.62 .27 | .87 -.6 .89 -.5| 1.12 | .26 .09 | 79 S27L |
| 100 60 1.7 1.69| -2.76 .27 | .89 -.6 .93 -.3| 1.10 | .75 .09 | 68 S23M |
| 99 60 1.7 1.67| -2.83 .27 | 1.95 4.4 2.03 4.3| .04 | .67 .09 | 99 U33R |
| 98 60 1.6 1.66| -2.90 .26 | 1.54 2.8 1.56 2.6| .47 | .20 .09 | 73 S25L |
| 97 60 1.6 1.64| -2.97 .26 | 2.32 5.9 2.34 5.5| -.48 | .11 .10 | 108 U36R |
| 85 54 1.6 1.62| -3.04 .27 | 2.20 5.4 2.20 5.0| -.51 | .04 .09 | 92 U31M |
| 96 60 1.6 1.62| -3.04 .26 | 1.34 1.9 1.33 1.7| .65 | .04 .10 | 60 S20R |
| 96 60 1.6 1.62| -3.04 .26 | .67 -2.2 .66 -2.0| 1.38 | .55 .10 | 66 S22R |
| 96 60 1.6 1.62| -3.04 .26 | .65 -2.3 .65 -2.2| 1.40 | .57 .10 | 69 S23R |
| 95 60 1.6 1.60| -3.11 .26 | .66 -2.3 .63 -2.3| 1.37 | .66 .10 | 39 J13R |
| 95 60 1.6 1.60| -3.11 .26 | .89 -.6 .93 -.3| 1.13 | .33 .10 | 62 S21M |
| 94 60 1.6 1.58| -3.18 .26 | 1.00 .0 1.06 .3| .98 | .58 .10 | 89 S30M |
| 88 60 1.5 1.47| -3.58 .26 | .79 -1.4 .73 -1.6| 1.25 | .56 .10 | 55 S19L |
| 87 60 1.5 1.45| -3.64 .26 | .65 -2.5 .63 -2.4| 1.44 | .58 .10 | 67 S23L |
| 85 60 1.4 1.42| -3.78 .26 | .81 -1.2 .80 -1.1| 1.23 | .50 .10 | 57 S19R |
| 83 60 1.4 1.38| -3.91 .26 | .94 -.3 .90 -.5| 1.09 | .38 .10 | 52 S18L |
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| 83 60 1.4 1.38| -3.91 .26 | .78 -1.4 .79 -1.2| 1.26 | .42 .10 | 61 S21L |
| 82 60 1.4 1.36| -3.97 .26 | .64 -2.4 .61 -2.5| 1.43 | .65 .10 | 37 J13L |
| 79 60 1.3 1.31| -4.17 .26 | .84 -.9 .83 -.9| 1.18 | .50 .10 | 64 S22L |
| 77 60 1.3 1.27| -4.30 .26 | .62 -2.4 .61 -2.4| 1.41 | .59 .10 | 56 S19M |
| 77 60 1.3 1.27| -4.30 .26 | .62 -2.4 .61 -2.4| 1.41 | .59 .10 | 58 S20L |
| 71 60 1.2 1.17| -4.71 .26 | .65 -2.0 .65 -2.0| 1.33 | .50 .10 | 22 J8L |
| 70 60 1.2 1.16| -4.78 .26 | 1.23 1.1 1.24 1.2| .78 | .01 .10 | 46 S16L |
| 69 60 1.2 1.14| -4.84 .26 | .74 -1.4 .73 -1.4| 1.25 | .35 .10 | 30 J10R |
| 69 60 1.2 1.14| -4.84 .26 | 1.07 .4 1.08 .4| .92 | -.02 .10 | 47 S16M |
| 67 60 1.1 1.11| -4.98 .26 | .63 -2.1 .62 -2.1| 1.34 | .38 .10 | 3 J1R |
| 67 60 1.1 1.11| -4.98 .26 | 1.10 .5 1.12 .6| .92 | .55 .10 | 19 J7L |
| 67 60 1.1 1.11| -4.98 .26 | .73 -1.5 .73 -1.4| 1.26 | .60 .10 | 32 J11M |
| 66 60 1.1 1.09| -5.05 .26 | .96 -.1 .94 -.2| 1.06 | .64 .10 | 25 J9L |
| 66 60 1.1 1.09| -5.05 .26 | 1.40 1.8 1.45 2.0| .60 | .15 .10 | 82 S28L |
| 66 60 1.1 1.09| -5.05 .26 | 1.20 1.0 1.20 1.0| .79 | .31 .10 | 106 U36L |
| 63 60 1.1 1.05| -5.25 .26 | 1.28 1.3 1.27 1.3| .78 | .70 .10 | 26 J9M |
| 63 60 1.1 1.05| -5.25 .26 | .76 -1.2 .75 -1.2| 1.23 | .78 .10 | 36 J12R |
| 62 60 1.0 1.03| -5.32 .26 | 1.26 1.2 1.26 1.2| .75 | .09 .10 | 48 S16R |
| 60 60 1.0 1.00| -5.46 .26 | 1.02 .1 1.01 .1| 1.01 | .77 .10 | 27 J9R |
| 60 60 1.0 1.00| -5.46 .26 | .48 -3.2 .45 -3.3| 1.49 | .83 .10 | 34 J12L |
| 59 60 1.0 .98| -5.53 .26 | .99 .0 1.00 .0| 1.01 | .50 .10 | 24 J8R |
| 57 60 1.0 .95| -5.67 .26 | .62 -2.1 .62 -2.1| 1.35 | .55 .10 | 16 J6L |
| 57 60 1.0 .95| -5.67 .26 | 1.05 .3 1.05 .3| .97 | .54 .10 | 23 J8M |
| 55 60 .9 .92| -5.81 .26 | .47 -3.3 .46 -3.4| 1.50 | .58 .10 | 40 J14L |
| 54 60 .9 .91| -5.87 .26 | .76 -1.3 .74 -1.4| 1.24 | .44 .10 | 31 J11L |
| 52 60 .9 .88| -6.01 .26 | .91 -.4 .89 -.5| 1.11 | .49 .10 | 2 J1M |
| 50 60 .8 .84| -6.15 .26 | 1.13 .7 1.13 .7| .88 | .45 .10 | 1 J1L |
| 47 60 .8 .79| -6.35 .26 | 1.05 .3 1.03 .2| .97 | .59 .10 | 28 J10L |
| 47 60 .8 .79| -6.35 .26 | 1.02 .1 1.02 .1| 1.01 | .77 .10 | 35 J12M |
| 45 60 .8 .76| -6.49 .26 | .81 -1.1 .81 -1.1| 1.23 | .65 .10 | 41 J14M |
| 44 60 .7 .74| -6.55 .26 | 1.12 .7 1.14 .8| .84 | .19 .10 | 45 J15R |
| 43 60 .7 .73| -6.62 .26 | .78 -1.4 .78 -1.3| 1.29 | .64 .10 | 11 J4M |
| 42 60 .7 .71| -6.69 .26 | .80 -1.2 .78 -1.3| 1.28 | .80 .10 | 20 J7M |
| 41 60 .7 .69| -6.76 .26 | .77 -1.5 .76 -1.5| 1.31 | .59 .10 | 12 J4R |
| 40 60 .7 .67| -6.82 .26 | .57 -3.2 .54 -3.3| 1.60 | .62 .10 | 9 J3R |
| 39 60 .7 .65| -6.89 .26 | .50 -3.9 .48 -4.0| 1.70 | .70 .10 | 44 J15M |
| 38 60 .6 .64| -6.96 .26 | .58 -3.2 .55 -3.3| 1.62 | .64 .10 | 43 J15L |
| 37 60 .6 .62| -7.03 .26 | .87 -.8 .84 -1.0| 1.21 | .57 .10 | 10 J4L |
| 37 60 .6 .62| -7.03 .26 | .95 -.2 .92 -.4| 1.09 | .58 .10 | 33 J11R |
| 34 60 .6 .56| -7.23 .26 | 1.02 .2 .96 -.2| .97 | .55 .10 | 18 J6R |
| 33 60 .6 .54| -7.30 .26 | .92 -.5 .86 -.9| 1.15 | .57 .10 | 17 J6M |
| 32 60 .5 .52| -7.37 .26 | .98 .0 .95 -.2| 1.07 | .70 .10 | 4 J2L |
| 30 60 .5 .49| -7.51 .27 | 1.04 .3 1.00 .0| .97 | .59 .10 | 42 J14R |
| 28 60 .5 .45| -7.66 .27 | .74 -1.9 .69 -2.0| 1.45 | .75 .09 | 5 J2M |
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| 26 60 .4 .41| -7.80 .27 | .62 -3.0 .56 -2.9| 1.64 | .71 .09 | 8 J3M |
| 25 60 .4 .39| -7.88 .28 | .60 -3.1 .54 -3.0| 1.65 | .72 .09 | 14 J5M |
| 25 60 .4 .39| -7.88 .28 | .69 -2.3 .62 -2.3| 1.52 | .73 .09 | 21 J7R |
| 24 60 .4 .37| -7.96 .28 | .61 -3.0 .54 -2.9| 1.63 | .72 .09 | 13 J5L |
| 24 60 .4 .37| -7.96 .28 | .61 -3.0 .54 -2.9| 1.63 | .72 .09 | 15 J5R |
| 22 60 .4 .33| -8.12 .28 | .80 -1.3 .69 -1.6| 1.34 | .57 .09 | 7 J3L |
| 22 60 .4 .33| -8.12 .28 | .78 -1.4 .68 -1.7| 1.35 | .66 .09 | 29 J10M |
| 20 60 .3 .30| -8.28 .29 | .87 -.8 .73 -1.2| 1.22 | .69 .09 | 6 J2R |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+---------------------|
| Total Total Obsvd Fair-M| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation | |
| Score Count Average Avrage|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd|Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Num Speakers |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+---------------------|
| 98.1 59.9 1.6 1.63| -2.87 .26 | .99 -.2 1.00 -.2| | .45 | Mean (Count: 135) |
| 46.6 .7 .8 .77| 3.09 .02 | .40 2.0 .43 2.0| | .23 | S.D. (Population) |
| 46.7 .7 .8 .78| 3.10 .02 | .40 2.0 .43 2.0| | .23 | S.D. (Sample) |
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
Model, Populn: RMSE .26 Adj (True) S.D. 3.08 Separation 11.84 Reliability .99
Model, Sample: RMSE .26 Adj (True) S.D. 3.09 Separation 11.89 Reliability .99
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-square: 21906.4 d.f.: 134 significance (probability): .00
Model, Random (normal) chi-square: 133.2 d.f.: 133 significance (probability): .48
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 7.2.1.3 Speakers Measurement Report (arranged by mN).
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Table 7.3.1 Traits Measurement Report (arranged by mN).
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
| Total Total Obsvd Fair-M| Model | Infit Outfit |Estim.| Correlation | |
| Score Count Average Avrage|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd|Discrm| PtMea PtExp | N Traits |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+---------------------|
| 2158 1348 1.6 1.63| .15 .05 | 1.12 2.8 1.11 2.5| .89 | .84 .31 | 6 Coherence |
| 2180 1348 1.6 1.64| .08 .05 | 1.03 .7 1.01 .1| .98 | .85 .31 | 4 Fluency |
| 2201 1348 1.6 1.66| .02 .05 | 1.16 3.9 1.16 3.7| .84 | .82 .31 | 5 Interaction |
| 2213 1348 1.6 1.67| -.01 .05 | .99 -.2 .98 -.4| 1.02 | .84 .31 | 3 Accuracy |
| 2243 1348 1.7 1.69| -.10 .05 | .90 -2.6 .87 -3.2| 1.13 | .86 .31 | 2 Range |
| 2254 1348 1.7 1.70| -.13 .05 | .86 -3.8 .84 -4.0| 1.16 | .87 .31 | 1 Global |
|-------------------------------+--------------+---------------------+------+-------------+---------------------|
| 2208.2 1348.0 1.6 1.66| .00 .05 | 1.01 .1 .99 -.2| | .85 | Mean (Count: 6) |
| 33.4 .0 .0 .02| .10 .00 | .11 2.8 .12 2.8| | .02 | S.D. (Population) |
| 36.6 .0 .0 .03| .11 .00 | .12 3.0 .13 3.1| | .02 | S.D. (Sample) |
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
Model, Populn: RMSE .05 Adj (True) S.D. .08 Separation 1.50 Reliability .69
Model, Sample: RMSE .05 Adj (True) S.D. .09 Separation 1.70 Reliability .74
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-square: 19.5 d.f.: 5 significance (probability): .00
Model, Random (normal) chi-square: 4.0 d.f.: 4 significance (probability): .41
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Table 8.1 Category Statistics.
Model = ?,?B,?B,SPEAKING
Rating (or partial credit) scale = SPEAKING,R7,G,O
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
| DATA | QUALITY CONTROL | STEP | EXPECTATION | MOST |.5 Cumultv| Cat| Obsd-Expd|Response|
| Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT|CALIBRATIONS | Measure at |PROBABLE|Probabilty|PEAK|Diagnostic|Category|
|Score Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |Measure S.E.|Category -0.5 | from | at |Prob| Residual | Name |
|----------------------+-------------------+-------------+---------------+--------+----------+----+----------+--------|
| 0 914 11% 11%| -7.53 -7.40 1.0 | |( -8.48) | low | low |100%| | lowest |
| 1 2653 33% 44%| -4.95 -5.00 1.0 | -7.41 .05| -5.43 -7.44| -7.41 | -7.42 | 78%| .7 | |
| 2 3298 41% 85%| -1.59 -1.59 1.0 | -3.51 .04| -1.13 -3.46| -3.51 | -3.50 | 84%| | |
460
| 3 907 11% 96%| 1.23 1.18 1.0 | 1.18 .05| 2.18 .94| 1.18 | 1.06 | 58%| -.5 | middle |
| 4 301 4% 100%| 2.66 2.90 1.2 | 3.21 .07| 4.88 3.37| 3.21 | 3.27 | 72%| | |
| 5 15 0% 100%| 4.67 4.11 .8 | 6.53 .27|( 7.63) 6.61| 6.53 | 6.55 |100%| | |
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
Scale structure for "SPEAKING"
Measr:-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
+ + + + + + +
Mode:<0(^)-01------^-----12--------^------23---^--34-----^----45--(^)---5>
Median:<0(^)-01------^-----12--------^------23---^--34-----^----45--(^)---5>
Mean:<0(^)-01------^-----12--------^-----23----^--34-----^----45--(^)---5>
+ + + + + + +
Measr:-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
Probability Curves
-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
++----------+----------+----------+----------+----------+----------++
1 | |
| |
| 55|
|0 222 55 |
| 0 1 22 22 5 |
P | 0 11 11 22 2 5 |
r | 0 11 11 2 44444 5 |
o | 1 1 2 2 4 4 5 |
b | 0 2 3 4 4 |
a | 0 1 1 2 2 33 33 4 4 5 |
b | * * 23 34 * |
i | 1 1 3 3 5 |
l | 0 2 3 2 4 3 4 |
i | 1 0 2 1 3 2 4 3 5 4 |
t | 1 0 2 1 3 5 4 |
y | 1 0 2 1 3 2 4 3 5 4 |
| 1 0 2 1 3 * 3 5 4 |
|1 0 2 11 3 4 2 3* 44 |
| 2*0 133 44 22 55 3 44|
| 222 000 33331111 44 2*55 3333 |
0 |*******************************************************************|
++----------+----------+----------+----------+----------+----------++
-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
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Expected Score Ogive (Model ICC)
-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
++----------+----------+----------+----------+----------+----------++
5 | 55|
| 555555 |
| 445 |
| 444 |
4 | 444 |
| 444 |
| 34 |
| 33 |
3 | 333 |
| 33 |
| 23 |
| 2222 |
2 | 22222 |
| 22222 |
| 112 |
| 111 |
1 | 11111 |
| 111 |
| 0011 |
|0000 |
0 | |
++----------+----------+----------+----------+----------+----------++
-9.0 -6.0 -3.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0
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Table 4.1 Unexpected Responses (100 residuals sorted by 1,2,3).
+-----------------------------------------------------------+
|Cat Step Exp. Resd StRes| Nu R Num Spea N Traits |
|-----------------------------+-----------------------------|
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 2 B 91 U31L 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.7 1.3 2.7 | 2 B 92 U31M 3 Accuracy |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.9 | 2 B 93 U31R 1 Global |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.1 | 2 B 93 U31R 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.3 | 2 B 93 U31R 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.5 1.5 2.6 | 2 B 94 U32L 1 Global |
| 4 4 2.5 1.5 2.7 | 2 B 94 U32L 2 Range |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 2 B 94 U32L 3 Accuracy |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.9 | 2 B 94 U32L 4 Fluency |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 2 B 94 U32L 5 Interaction |
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| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.9 | 2 B 94 U32L 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.4 | 2 B 96 U32R 1 Global |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.4 | 2 B 96 U32R 2 Range |
| 4 4 2.2 1.8 3.6 | 2 B 96 U32R 3 Accuracy |
| 4 4 2.2 1.8 3.7 | 2 B 96 U32R 4 Fluency |
| 4 4 2.2 1.8 3.6 | 2 B 96 U32R 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.2 1.8 3.8 | 2 B 96 U32R 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.3 | 2 B 97 U33L 1 Global |
| 4 4 2.2 1.8 3.6 | 2 B 97 U33L 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.7 1.3 2.6 | 2 B 99 U33R 1 Global |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 104 U35M 1 Global |
| 3 3 1.8 1.2 2.6 | 2 B 104 U35M 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.8 1.2 2.6 | 2 B 104 U35M 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 107 U36M 1 Global |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 107 U36M 2 Range |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 107 U36M 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 107 U36M 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 107 U36M 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.7 1.3 2.6 | 2 B 108 U36R 1 Global |
| 3 3 1.6 1.4 2.7 | 2 B 108 U36R 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.7 1.3 2.7 | 2 B 108 U36R 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 109 U37L 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 109 U37L 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.8 1.2 2.6 | 2 B 110 U37M 3 Accuracy |
| 3 3 1.8 1.2 2.6 | 2 B 110 U37M 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 111 U37R 3 Accuracy |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 2 B 111 U37R 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.2 | 2 B 128 U43M 2 Range |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.3 | 3 C 46 S16L 4 Fluency |
| 0 0 1.6 -1.6 -3.2 | 3 C 47 S16M 4 Fluency |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.9 | 3 C 48 S16R 4 Fluency |
| 4 4 2.0 2.0 4.8 | 3 C 99 U33R 6 Coherence |
| 5 5 2.8 2.2 3.3 | 3 C 100 U34L 6 Coherence |
| 2 2 3.9 -1.9 -3.3 | 3 C 102 U34R 1 Global |
| 2 2 3.8 -1.8 -3.3 | 3 C 102 U34R 2 Range |
| 2 2 3.8 -1.8 -3.2 | 3 C 102 U34R 3 Accuracy |
| 2 2 3.8 -1.8 -3.2 | 3 C 102 U34R 4 Fluency |
| 1 1 3.8 -2.8 -5.0 | 3 C 102 U34R 5 Interaction |
| 2 2 4.0 -2.0 -3.7 | 3 C 121 U41L 5 Interaction |
| 1 1 4.2 -3.2 -6.0 | 3 C 122 U41M 5 Interaction |
| 2 2 4.0 -2.0 -3.6 | 3 C 123 U41R 4 Fluency |
| 2 2 4.0 -2.0 -3.7 | 3 C 123 U41R 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 3 C 129 U43R 2 Range |
| 2 2 3.8 -1.8 -3.3 | 3 C 130 U44L 5 Interaction |
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| 3 3 1.6 1.4 2.7 | 5 E 53 S18M 3 Accuracy |
| 3 3 1.4 1.6 3.1 | 5 E 55 S19L 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.3 | 5 E 59 S20M 6 Coherence |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.8 | 5 E 60 S20R 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.8 1.2 2.6 | 5 E 71 S24M 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 5 E 74 S25M 2 Range |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 5 E 74 S25M 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 5 E 74 S25M 6 Coherence |
| 0 0 1.6 -1.6 -3.0 | 5 E 92 U31M 1 Global |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.9 | 5 E 92 U31M 2 Range |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.9 | 5 E 92 U31M 3 Accuracy |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.8 | 5 E 92 U31M 4 Fluency |
| 0 0 1.5 -1.5 -2.8 | 5 E 92 U31M 6 Coherence |
| 0 0 1.6 -1.6 -3.0 | 5 E 99 U33R 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 2.1 -2.1 -4.8 | 5 E 100 U34L 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 2.0 -2.0 -5.0 | 5 E 117 U39R 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 6 F 38 J13M 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 6 F 71 S24M 6 Coherence |
| 1 1 2.7 -1.7 -2.7 | 6 F 126 U42R 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 3.0 | 8 H 72 S24R 3 Accuracy |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.2 | 8 H 72 S24R 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 8 H 98 U33M 1 Global |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.8 | 8 H 98 U33M 2 Range |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.9 | 8 H 98 U33M 5 Interaction |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.1 | 8 H 98 U33M 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.4 1.6 2.7 | 8 H 127 U43L 5 Interaction |
| 1 1 2.8 -1.8 -2.7 | 9 I 70 S24L 2 Range |
| 1 1 2.7 -1.7 -2.7 | 9 I 70 S24L 3 Accuracy |
| 0 0 1.8 -1.8 -3.9 | 9 I 73 S25L 1 Global |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.7 | 9 I 73 S25L 4 Fluency |
| 0 0 1.8 -1.8 -3.7 | 9 I 73 S25L 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.6 | 9 I 73 S25L 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 9 I 90 S30R 4 Fluency |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 9 I 90 S30R 6 Coherence |
| 4 4 2.3 1.7 3.2 | 9 I 96 U32R 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 1.8 -1.8 -3.8 | 9 I 108 U36R 1 Global |
| 0 0 1.8 -1.8 -3.8 | 9 I 108 U36R 2 Range |
| 0 0 1.8 -1.8 -3.7 | 9 I 108 U36R 3 Accuracy |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.6 | 9 I 108 U36R 4 Fluency |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.7 | 9 I 108 U36R 5 Interaction |
| 0 0 1.7 -1.7 -3.5 | 9 I 108 U36R 6 Coherence |
| 3 3 1.9 1.1 2.6 | 10 J 38 J13M 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.6 1.4 2.7 | 10 J 39 J13R 5 Interaction |
| 3 3 1.6 1.4 2.7 | 10 J 92 U31M 5 Interaction |
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| 2 2 3.6 -1.6 -2.7 | 10 J 122 U41M 3 Accuracy |
| 2 2 3.6 -1.6 -2.6 | 10 J 122 U41M 4 Fluency |
|-----------------------------+-----------------------------|
|Cat Step Exp. Resd StRes| Nu R Num Spea N Traits |
+-----------------------------------------------------------+
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Table 4.2 Unexpected Responses (100 residuals sorted by 3,1,2).
[CUTDOWN]
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Table 4.3 Unexpected Responses (100 residuals sorted by Z,3).
[CUTDOWN]
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Table 9.1 Bias Iteration Report.
Bias/Interaction: 2. Speakers, 3. Traits
There are empirically 810 Bias terms
+-----------------------------------------------------------+
| Iteration Max. Score Residual Max. Logit Change |
| Elements % Categories Elements Steps |
|-----------------------------------------------------------|
| BIAS 1 -4.0413 -57.7 -1.0000 |
| BIAS 2 -1.6169 -23.1 -.6622 |
| BIAS 3 -.0379 -.2 -.0186 |
| BIAS 4 .0000 .0 .0000 |
+-----------------------------------------------------------+
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Table 11.1 Bias/Interaction Measurement Summary.
Bias/Interaction: 2. Speakers, 3. Traits
+--------------------------------------------------+
|Cat Step Exp. Resd StRes| |
|-----------------------------+--------------------|
| 1.64 1.64 1.64 .00 .00 | Mean (Count: 8088) |
| .96 .96 .83 .49 .97 | S.D. (Population) |
| .96 .96 .83 .49 .97 | S.D. (Sample) |
+--------------------------------------------------+
Count of measurable responses = 8088
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Table 12.1 Bias/Interaction Summary Report.
[CUTDOWN]
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Table 13.1.1 Bias/Interaction Calibration Report (arranged by mN).
Bias/Interaction: 2. Speakers, 3. Traits (higher score = higher bias measure)
+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
| Obsvd Exp. Obsvd Obs-Exp| Bias Model |Infit Outfit| Speakers Traits |
| Score Score Count Average| Size S.E. t d.f. Prob. | MnSq MnSq | Sq Num Spea measr N Traits measr |
|------------------------------+---------------------------------+------------+------------------------------------------|
| 14 10.4 10 .36| 1.46 .63 2.33 9 .0448 | .7 .6 | 318 48 S16R -5.32 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 20 17.0 10 .30| 1.40 .70 1.99 9 .0772 | 1.5 1.6 | 323 53 S18M -2.62 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 19 16.2 10 .28| 1.28 .70 1.83 9 .0998 | 2.9 2.3 | 774 99 U33R -2.83 6 Coherence .15 |
| 20 17.5 10 .25| 1.21 .70 1.73 9 .1176 | .9 .9 | 599 59 S20M -2.40 5 Interaction .02 |
| 22 19.5 10 .25| 1.19 .65 1.83 9 .1000 | 1.0 1.0 | 614 74 S25M -1.45 5 Interaction .02 |
| 19 16.4 10 .26| 1.19 .70 1.70 9 .1224 | .7 .8 | 343 73 S25L -2.90 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 21 18.6 10 .24| 1.15 .68 1.69 9 .1256 | 1.3 1.3 | 578 38 J13M -1.86 5 Interaction .02 |
| 16 13.2 10 .28| 1.11 .64 1.74 9 .1167 | .6 .5 | 334 64 S22L -4.17 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 20 17.7 10 .23| 1.11 .70 1.58 9 .1475 | 1.3 1.4 | 765 90 S30R -2.17 6 Coherence .15 |
| 19 16.6 10 .24| 1.08 .70 1.55 9 .1547 | .9 .8 | 608 68 S23M -2.76 5 Interaction .02 |
| 19 16.7 10 .23| 1.07 .70 1.53 9 .1608 | .3 .2 | 754 79 S27L -2.62 6 Coherence .15 |
| 10 12.5 10 -.25| -1.01 .64 -1.57 9 .1498 | .8 .8 | 731 56 S19M -4.30 6 Coherence .15 |
| 7 9.5 10 -.25| -1.01 .64 -1.60 9 .1450 | 1.3 1.3 | 699 24 J8R -5.53 6 Coherence .15 |
| 18 20.1 10 -.21| -1.03 .68 -1.51 9 .1641 | 1.0 1.0 | 616 76 S26L -1.12 5 Interaction .02 |
| 8 10.5 10 -.25| -1.05 .64 -1.64 9 .1355 | 1.1 1.1 | 296 26 J9M -5.25 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 13 15.7 10 -.27| -1.05 .63 -1.67 9 .1293 | 1.5 1.5 | 735 60 S20R -3.04 6 Coherence .15 |
| 15 17.5 10 -.25| -1.06 .63 -1.69 9 .1262 | 1.3 1.4 | 329 59 S20M -2.40 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 14 16.7 10 -.27| -1.08 .63 -1.72 9 .1199 | .8 .8 | 728 53 S18M -2.62 6 Coherence .15 |
| 13 15.8 10 -.28| -1.11 .63 -1.76 9 .1122 | 1.1 1.1 | 602 62 S21M -3.11 5 Interaction .02 |
| 16 18.8 10 -.28| -1.25 .64 -1.94 9 .0837 | 1.3 1.3 | 617 77 S26M -1.78 5 Interaction .02 |
| 10 13.1 10 -.31| -1.27 .64 -1.98 9 .0795 | .8 .8 | 604 64 S22L -4.17 5 Interaction .02 |
| 14 17.2 10 -.32| -1.30 .63 -2.07 9 .0685 | 1.4 1.4 | 734 59 S20M -2.40 6 Coherence .15 |
| 20 23.1 10 -.31| -1.37 .70 -1.95 9 .0833 | 2.0 2.3 | 665 125 U42M .18 5 Interaction .02 |
| 13 16.5 10 -.35| -1.39 .63 -2.20 9 .0555 | 1.7 1.7 | 639 99 U33R -2.83 5 Interaction .02 |
| 18 21.1 9 -.35| -1.52 .74 -2.05 8 .0748 | 1.8 2.1 | 766 91 U31L .55 6 Coherence .15 |
| 20 23.5 10 -.35| -1.52 .70 -2.17 9 .0581 | 1.2 1.4 | 363 93 U31R .30 3 Accuracy -.01 |
| 10 13.8 10 -.38| -1.54 .64 -2.39 9 .0408 | .2 .2 | 601 61 S21L -3.91 5 Interaction .02 |
| 10 13.8 10 -.38| -1.54 .64 -2.40 9 .0401 | .8 .8 | 732 57 S19R -3.78 6 Coherence .15 |
| 7 11.0 10 -.40| -1.66 .64 -2.61 9 .0285 | .7 .7 | 295 25 J9L -5.05 3 Accuracy -.01 |
|------------------------------+---------------------------------+------------+------------------------------------------|
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| Obsvd Exp. Obsvd Obs-Exp| Bias Model |Infit Outfit| Speakers Traits |
| Score Score Count Average| Size S.E. t d.f. Prob. | MnSq MnSq | Sq Num Spea measr N Traits measr |
|------------------------------+---------------------------------+------------+------------------------------------------|
| 16.4 16.4 10.0 .00| .00 .64 .00 | .9 .9 | Mean (Count: 810) |
| 7.8 7.8 .1 .11| .44 .06 .69 | .5 .6 | S.D. (Population) |
| 7.8 7.8 .1 .11| .44 .06 .69 | .5 .6 | S.D. (Sample) |
+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+
Fixed (all = 0) chi-square: 383.8 d.f.: 810 significance (probability): 1.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 13.1.2 Bias/Interaction Calibration Report (arranged by 0fN).
[CUTDOWN]
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Appendix F: Analyzed Data (Range)
Note. 1L stands for Group 1 seated on the Left.
CEFR
(Range)
Tokens Types TTR Guiraud 全FS数
1-100頻度
まで
100頻度
以上
FC/token 1-100/token
100語以
上/token
Formulaic/
C-unit
CEFRとの
相関→
Spearman)
0.541 0.622 -0.096 0.598 0.651 0.457 0.647 0.285 -0.019 0.476
1 Left -7.32 35 23 0.66 3.89 2 2 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.15
Middle -7.32 57 31 0.54 4.11 10 9 1 0.18 0.16 0.02 0.71
Right -6.33 68 27 0.40 3.27 8 8 0 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.32
2 L -8.72 39 22 0.56 3.52 1 0 1 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.05
M -8.72 55 28 0.51 3.78 4 3 1 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.17
R -9.74 22 15 0.68 3.20 1 1 0 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.11
3 L -9.2 22 12 0.55 2.56 1 0 1 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.17
M -9.2 39 20 0.51 3.20 1 1 0 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.10
R -7.8 35 23 0.66 3.89 3 2 1 0.09 0.06 0.03 0.30
4 L -8.26 50 25 0.50 3.54 3 3 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.25
M -7.8 57 28 0.49 3.71 5 5 0 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.42
R -7.8 40 20 0.50 3.16 3 3 0 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.38
5 L -9.2 16 13 0.81 3.25 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M -9.2 31 17 0.55 3.05 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R -9.2 21 11 0.52 2.40 2 2 0 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.40
6 L -6.83 46 31 0.67 4.57 4 4 0 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.44
M -8.72 26 22 0.85 4.31 1 0 1 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.13
R -8.72 33 27 0.82 4.70 2 2 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.25
7 L -5.82 91 36 0.40 3.77 10 4 6 0.11 0.04 0.07 0.40
M -8.26 33 25 0.76 4.35 1 1 0 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.10
R -9.2 31 16 0.52 2.87 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 L -5.32 68 37 0.54 4.49 9 6 3 0.13 0.09 0.04 0.50
M -6.33 35 25 0.71 4.23 5 5 0 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.33
R -6.33 72 38 0.53 4.48 13 11 2 0.18 0.15 0.03 0.57
9 L -5.32 53 33 0.62 4.53 5 5 0 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.33
M -5.82 48 25 0.52 3.61 6 6 0 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.43
R -6.33 45 30 0.67 4.47 5 5 0 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.45
10 L -7.32 54 33 0.61 4.49 8 5 3 0.15 0.09 0.06 0.53
M -9.74 11 9 0.82 2.71 2 1 1 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.29
R -5.82 74 35 0.47 4.07 6 3 3 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.33
11 L -6.83 39 26 0.67 4.16 2 2 0 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.14
M -6.33 69 32 0.46 3.85 7 5 2 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.39
R -7.8 31 21 0.68 3.77 2 2 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.25
12 L -6.33 50 27 0.54 3.82 1 1 0 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.08
M -7.8 22 17 0.77 3.62 2 2 0 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.40
R -5.82 41 21 0.51 3.28 1 1 0 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.09
13 L -4.39 46 25 0.54 3.69 3 2 1 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.23
M -1.89 129 61 0.47 5.37 14 9 5 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.28
R -3.48 68 46 0.68 5.58 5 5 0 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.22
14 L -6.83 48 24 0.50 3.46 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M -6.83 41 25 0.61 3.90 2 0 2 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.18
R -8.72 24 17 0.71 3.47 1 1 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.08
15 L -8.26 47 22 0.47 3.21 1 1 0 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.06
M -7.8 62 33 0.53 4.19 2 1 1 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.13
R -8.26 51 29 0.57 4.06 3 3 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.21
16 L -5.32 62 31 0.50 3.94 9 8 1 0.15 0.13 0.02 0.50
M -5.32 44 27 0.61 4.07 3 2 1 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.25
R -6.33 27 19 0.70 3.66 1 1 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.14
17 L -1.89 77 47 0.61 5.36 6 3 3 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.60
M -2.47 54 27 0.50 3.67 3 3 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.25
R -3 67 40 0.60 4.89 5 3 2 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.56
18 L -3.94 48 29 0.60 4.19 4 2 2 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.57
M -3 62 41 0.66 5.21 10 10 0 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.77
R 0.75 134 48 0.36 4.15 19 17 2 0.14 0.13 0.01 1.00
19 L -3.94 86 38 0.44 4.10 2 0 2 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.06
M -4.39 59 33 0.56 4.30 2 2 0 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.10
R -3.48 48 38 0.79 5.48 2 2 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.10
20 L -5.32 63 32 0.51 4.03 5 3 2 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.16
M -1.89 144 60 0.42 5.00 8 6 2 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.15
R -3 36 28 0.78 4.67 2 1 1 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.18
21 L -4.39 32 23 0.72 4.07 2 1 1 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.18
M -3 73 56 0.77 6.55 10 7 3 0.14 0.10 0.04 0.71
R -1.27 79 51 0.65 5.74 6 4 2 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.27
ID
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22 L -3.94 26 20 0.77 3.92 1 1 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.14
M -3 64 37 0.58 4.63 4 3 1 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.15
R -3.94 96 51 0.53 5.21 5 5 0 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.16
23 L -3.94 54 34 0.63 4.63 2 0 2 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.12
M -3.48 88 53 0.60 5.65 1 1 0 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02
R -3.48 100 56 0.56 5.60 4 2 2 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.12
24 L 1.44 105 61 0.58 5.95 9 4 5 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.56
M -1.89 83 48 0.58 5.27 3 3 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.20
R 1.75 97 53 0.55 5.38 11 9 2 0.11 0.09 0.02 0.92
25 L -3 24 19 0.79 3.88 4 3 1 0.17 0.13 0.04 1.33
M -1.89 109 58 0.53 5.56 9 6 3 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.53
R -1.27 68 41 0.60 4.97 2 2 0 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.18
26 L -0.66 82 39 0.48 4.31 9 7 2 0.11 0.09 0.02 0.90
M -1.27 53 29 0.55 3.98 6 5 1 0.11 0.09 0.02 0.67
R -0.66 74 44 0.59 5.11 7 5 2 0.09 0.07 0.03 0.58
27 L -3 55 36 0.65 4.85 6 3 3 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.67
M -1.89 89 43 0.48 4.56 13 6 7 0.15 0.07 0.08 0.87
R -1.89 79 41 0.52 4.61 6 2 4 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.46
28 L -5.82 29 18 0.62 3.34 2 2 0 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.22
M -2.47 61 37 0.61 4.74 5 3 2 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.83
R -0.66 60 39 0.65 5.03 9 8 1 0.15 0.13 0.02 0.90
29 L 2.04 60 39 0.65 5.03 12 7 5 0.20 0.12 0.08 0.63
M -1.89 70 44 0.63 5.26 5 3 2 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.50
R -0.66 64 42 0.66 5.25 5 5 0 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.71
30 L 0.35 110 56 0.51 5.34 7 5 2 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.44
M -3.48 34 23 0.68 3.94 5 3 2 0.15 0.09 0.06 0.71
R -3 106 51 0.48 4.95 9 6 3 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.53
31 L 0.59 72 49 0.68 5.77 10 8 2 0.14 0.11 0.03 0.42
M -3.05 29 21 0.72 3.90 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 0.75 161 74 0.46 5.83 10 5 5 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.32
32 L 0.75 91 57 0.63 5.98 3 2 1 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.08
M 3.69 168 86 0.51 6.64 14 5 9 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.38
R -0.12 75 45 0.60 5.20 7 5 2 0.09 0.07 0.03 0.33
33 L -0.66 81 49 0.60 5.44 7 2 5 0.09 0.02 0.06 0.41
M 2.04 151 71 0.47 5.78 20 5 15 0.13 0.03 0.10 0.83
R -3 19 15 0.79 3.44 1 1 0 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.20
34 L -0.12 37 26 0.70 4.27 5 2 3 0.14 0.05 0.08 0.71
M 3.41 175 75 0.43 5.67 18 7 11 0.10 0.04 0.06 0.60
R 2.87 87 52 0.60 5.57 8 4 4 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.47
35 L -0.12 61 36 0.59 4.61 3 1 2 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.25
M -1.89 33 26 0.79 4.53 2 2 0 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.18
R 1.11 212 81 0.38 5.56 14 7 7 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.32
36 L -5.82 26 19 0.73 3.73 1 1 0 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.09
M -2.47 97 59 0.61 5.99 12 9 3 0.12 0.09 0.03 0.52
R -3.48 46 37 0.80 5.46 6 5 1 0.13 0.11 0.02 0.33
37 L -1.89 120 63 0.53 5.75 10 7 3 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.42
M -2.47 52 33 0.63 4.58 5 3 2 0.10 0.06 0.04 0.42
R -2.47 97 50 0.52 5.08 10 5 5 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.50
38 L -0.12 102 67 0.66 6.63 13 3 10 0.13 0.03 0.10 0.57
M -0.12 88 55 0.63 5.86 16 5 11 0.18 0.06 0.13 0.64
R 0.35 67 37 0.55 4.52 6 2 4 0.09 0.03 0.06 0.29
39 L -0.66 122 52 0.43 4.71 20 6 14 0.16 0.05 0.11 0.48
M -0.66 71 45 0.63 5.34 6 0 6 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.26
R -0.66 63 36 0.57 4.54 8 1 7 0.13 0.02 0.11 0.44
40 L 1.44 77 47 0.61 5.36 10 6 4 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.59
M -2.47 83 50 0.60 5.49 7 1 6 0.08 0.01 0.07 0.23
R -1.27 50 32 0.64 4.53 11 7 4 0.22 0.14 0.08 0.79
41 L 3.69 81 53 0.65 5.89 3 1 2 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.19
M 4.58 96 56 0.58 5.72 9 8 1 0.09 0.08 0.01 0.53
R 3.98 131 73 0.56 6.38 8 7 1 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.26
42 L 1.11 88 57 0.65 6.08 9 5 4 0.10 0.06 0.05 0.50
M 1.11 41 27 0.66 4.22 2 1 1 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.14
R 2.32 131 86 0.66 7.51 11 5 6 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.52
43 L 2.59 232 104 0.45 6.83 14 8 6 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.48
M 1.11 100 60 0.60 6.00 3 3 0 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.12
R -0.66 59 41 0.69 5.34 6 2 4 0.10 0.03 0.07 0.43
44 L 2.87 155 63 0.41 5.06 17 7 10 0.11 0.05 0.06 0.68
M 2.04 136 64 0.47 5.49 13 6 7 0.10 0.04 0.05 0.57
R -0.12 79 55 0.70 6.19 9 4 5 0.11 0.05 0.06 0.39
45 L 3.41 194 75 0.39 5.38 18 9 9 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.55
M 2.87 153 76 0.50 6.14 10 7 3 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.48
R 1.44 43 37 0.86 5.64 2 0 2 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.13
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C E F R
(R a n g e )
C -u n it C l N C l
T o ke n s/C -
u n it
T o ke n s/C l
T o ke n s/N C
l
C la u se s/C l
C E F Rとの
相関 →
S p e a rm a
0 .3 2 7 0 .3 0 9 0 .2 3 2 0 .3 0 5 0 .5 9 8 0 .0 1 0 .4 2 9
1 Le f t - 7 .3 2 1 3 6 7 2 .4 6 3 .6 7 1 .4 3 6
M iddle - 7 .3 2 1 4 7 7 3 .6 4 4 .8 6 2 .4 3 7
R igh t - 6 .3 3 2 5 9 1 6 2 .8 0 4 .3 3 1 .9 4 9
2 L - 8 .7 2 1 9 7 1 2 2 .0 5 3 .5 7 1 .1 7 7
M - 8 .7 2 2 4 8 1 6 2 .0 4 3 .3 8 1 .3 8 8
R - 9 .7 4 9 3 6 2 .3 3 4 .0 0 1 .5 0 3
3 L - 9 .2 6 5 1 3 .6 7 3 .8 0 3 .0 0 5
M - 9 .2 1 0 7 3 3 .8 0 4 .7 1 1 .6 7 7
R - 7 .8 1 0 6 4 3 .4 0 4 .8 3 1 .2 5 6
4 L - 8 .2 6 1 2 1 1 1 4 .1 7 4 .4 5 1 .0 0 1 1
M - 7 .8 1 2 1 2 0 4 .6 7 4 .6 7 0 .0 0 1 2
R - 7 .8 8 8 0 4 .6 3 4 .6 3 0 .0 0 8
5 L - 9 .2 3 3 0 5 .3 3 5 .3 3 0 .0 0 3
M - 9 .2 1 1 5 6 2 .9 1 3 .8 0 2 .1 7 5
R - 9 .2 5 5 0 4 .2 0 4 .2 0 0 .0 0 5
6 L - 6 .8 3 9 7 2 5 .0 0 5 .7 1 2 .5 0 7
M - 8 .7 2 8 6 2 3 .1 3 3 .8 3 1 .0 0 6
R - 8 .7 2 8 7 1 3 .7 5 4 .0 0 2 .0 0 7
7 L - 5 .8 2 2 5 1 1 1 4 3 .6 4 5 .4 5 2 .2 1 1 1
M - 8 .2 6 1 0 7 3 3 .2 0 3 .4 3 2 .6 7 7
R - 9 .2 9 8 1 3 .1 1 3 .3 8 1 .0 0 8
8 L - 5 .3 2 1 8 1 1 7 3 .8 3 5 .2 7 1 .5 7 1 1
M - 6 .3 3 1 5 5 1 0 2 .4 7 4 .0 0 1 .7 0 5
R - 6 .3 3 2 3 7 1 6 3 .1 3 4 .8 6 2 .3 8 8
9 L - 5 .3 2 1 5 9 6 3 .3 3 4 .4 4 1 .6 7 9
M - 5 .8 2 1 4 9 5 3 .5 0 4 .2 2 2 .2 0 9
R - 6 .3 3 1 1 6 5 4 .0 9 5 .6 7 2 .2 0 6
1 0 L - 7 .3 2 1 5 8 7 3 .3 3 4 .5 0 2 .0 0 9
M - 9 .7 4 7 0 7 1 .5 7 0 .0 0 1 .5 7 0
R - 5 .8 2 1 8 1 0 8 4 .2 2 6 .3 0 1 .6 3 1 2
1 1 L - 6 .8 3 1 4 7 7 2 .5 7 3 .7 1 1 .4 3 7
M - 6 .3 3 1 8 9 9 3 .7 8 5 .1 1 2 .4 4 1 0
R - 7 .8 8 5 3 3 .6 3 4 .4 0 2 .3 3 5
1 2 L - 6 .3 3 1 2 1 0 2 4 .0 0 4 .5 0 1 .5 0 1 1
M - 7 .8 5 5 0 4 .4 0 4 .4 0 0 .0 0 5
R - 5 .8 2 1 1 7 4 3 .3 6 4 .7 1 1 .0 0 7
1 3 L - 4 .3 9 1 3 8 5 3 .3 1 4 .2 5 1 .8 0 9
M - 1 .8 9 5 0 1 5 3 5 2 .6 6 5 .6 7 1 .3 7 1 6
R - 3 .4 8 2 3 1 1 1 2 2 .8 7 4 .1 8 1 .6 7 1 2
1 4 L - 6 .8 3 1 6 8 8 2 .6 9 4 .1 3 1 .2 5 9
M - 6 .8 3 1 1 8 3 3 .5 5 4 .5 0 1 .0 0 8
R - 8 .7 2 1 2 3 9 2 .0 0 4 .0 0 1 .3 3 3
1 5 L - 8 .2 6 1 6 8 8 2 .5 6 3 .6 3 1 .5 0 8
M - 7 .8 1 6 1 3 3 3 .6 3 4 .0 8 1 .6 7 1 3
R - 8 .2 6 1 4 1 2 2 3 .5 0 3 .8 3 1 .5 0 1 2
1 6 L - 5 .3 2 1 8 9 9 3 .3 3 4 .8 9 1 .7 8 9
M - 5 .3 2 1 2 8 4 3 .7 5 4 .8 8 1 .5 0 9
R - 6 .3 3 7 4 3 4 .0 0 6 .0 0 1 .3 3 5
1 7 L - 1 .8 9 1 0 9 1 7 .8 0 8 .5 6 1 .0 0 1 2
M - 2 .4 7 1 2 9 3 4 .4 2 5 .1 1 2 .3 3 9
R - 3 9 5 4 7 .4 4 1 1 .4 0 2 .5 0 8
1 8 L - 3 .9 4 7 6 1 6 .7 1 7 .5 0 2 .0 0 7
M - 3 1 3 1 0 3 4 .8 5 5 .1 0 4 .0 0 1 1
R 0 .7 5 1 9 1 5 4 7 .1 1 8 .3 3 2 .5 0 1 6
1 9 L - 3 .9 4 3 2 1 1 2 1 2 .7 5 4 .9 1 1 .6 2 1 1
M - 4 .3 9 2 1 9 1 2 2 .7 1 3 .8 9 1 .8 3 9
R - 3 .4 8 2 1 3 1 8 2 .3 3 6 .3 3 1 .6 7 3
2 0 L - 5 .3 2 3 2 7 2 5 1 .9 1 4 .0 0 1 .3 2 7
M - 1 .8 9 5 3 2 2 3 1 2 .7 0 4 .0 9 1 .7 1 2 2
R - 3 1 1 2 9 3 .1 8 4 .0 0 3 .0 0 2
2 1 L - 4 .3 9 1 1 4 7 2 .6 4 4 .0 0 1 .8 6 4
M - 3 1 4 9 5 5 .2 1 7 .2 2 1 .6 0 1 0
R - 1 .2 7 2 2 1 2 1 0 3 .3 2 5 .0 0 1 .3 0 1 3
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2 2 L - 3 .9 4 7 5 2 3 .5 7 4 .4 0 1 .5 0 5
M - 3 2 6 5 2 1 2 .5 4 6 .4 0 1 .6 2 5
R - 3 .9 4 3 1 1 5 1 6 3 .1 0 4 .5 3 1 .7 5 1 5
2 3 L - 3 .9 4 1 7 1 0 7 3 .1 2 4 .5 0 1 .1 4 1 0
M - 3 .4 8 4 5 8 3 7 1 .9 3 4 .8 8 1 .3 0 8
R - 3 .4 8 3 4 1 1 2 3 2 .9 1 5 .0 0 1 .9 1 1 1
2 4 L 1 .4 4 1 6 1 2 4 6 .3 1 7 .9 2 1 .5 0 1 4
M - 1 .8 9 1 5 1 2 3 5 .1 3 6 .0 0 1 .6 7 1 2
R 1 .7 5 1 2 1 0 2 7 .3 3 8 .3 0 2 .5 0 1 0
2 5 L - 3 3 3 0 8 .0 0 8 .0 0 0 .0 0 4
M - 1 .8 9 1 7 1 3 4 5 .9 4 7 .1 5 2 .0 0 1 5
R - 1 .2 7 1 1 9 2 5 .6 4 6 .5 6 1 .5 0 9
2 6 L - 0 .6 6 1 0 7 3 8 .7 0 1 1 .5 7 2 .0 0 1 1
M - 1 .2 7 9 8 1 7 .2 2 7 .7 5 3 .0 0 1 0
R - 0 .6 6 1 2 9 3 6 .5 0 7 .7 8 2 .6 7 1 2
2 7 L - 3 9 6 3 6 .0 0 8 .3 3 1 .3 3 9
M - 1 .8 9 1 5 1 0 5 5 .7 3 6 .9 0 3 .4 0 1 4
R - 1 .8 9 1 3 1 2 1 6 .0 0 6 .2 5 3 .0 0 1 6
2 8 L - 5 .8 2 9 4 5 3 .1 1 4 .7 5 1 .8 0 4
M - 2 .4 7 6 5 1 9 .8 3 1 0 .8 0 5 .0 0 8
R - 0 .6 6 1 0 6 4 5 .9 0 7 .8 3 3 .0 0 7
2 9 L 2 .0 4 1 9 1 5 4 8 .5 3 9 .7 3 4 .0 0 2 4
M - 1 .8 9 1 0 6 4 7 .2 0 9 .8 3 3 .2 5 7
R - 0 .6 6 7 5 2 8 .8 6 1 1 .2 0 3 .0 0 1 0
3 0 L 0 .3 5 1 6 1 5 1 6 .9 4 7 .3 3 1 .0 0 1 7
M - 3 .4 8 7 3 4 4 .2 9 6 .3 3 2 .7 5 4
R - 3 1 7 1 7 0 6 .1 2 6 .1 2 0 .0 0 2 1
3 1 L 0 .5 9 2 4 9 1 5 2 .9 2 5 .6 7 1 .2 7 9
M - 3 .0 5 1 3 4 9 2 .2 3 4 .7 5 1 .1 1 4
R 0 .7 5 3 1 1 5 1 6 5 .1 9 9 .0 7 1 .5 6 2 6
3 2 L 0 .7 5 3 6 9 2 7 2 .6 1 6 .2 2 1 .4 1 1 1
M 3 .6 9 3 7 2 2 1 5 4 .5 4 6 .3 6 1 .8 7 2 6
R - 0 .1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 3 .2 4 5 .0 0 1 .3 0 1 3
3 3 L - 0 .6 6 1 7 1 2 5 4 .7 1 5 .6 7 2 .4 0 1 3
M 2 .0 4 2 4 1 7 7 6 .5 8 8 .6 5 1 .5 7 2 5
R - 3 5 2 3 3 .6 0 7 .5 0 1 .0 0 3
3 4 L - 0 .1 2 7 4 3 6 .0 0 9 .7 5 1 .0 0 5
M 3 .4 1 3 0 1 9 1 1 5 .4 3 7 .4 2 2 .0 0 2 7
R 2 .8 7 1 7 8 9 4 .5 3 8 .3 8 1 .1 1 1 1
3 5 L - 0 .1 2 1 2 7 5 5 .0 0 7 .4 3 1 .6 0 1 0
M - 1 .8 9 1 1 3 8 2 .8 2 5 .0 0 2 .0 0 3
R 1 .1 1 4 4 2 1 2 3 5 .0 7 9 .0 5 1 .4 3 3 0
3 6 L - 5 .8 2 1 1 3 8 2 .4 5 4 .3 3 1 .7 5 3
M - 2 .4 7 2 3 1 7 6 4 .0 0 4 .9 4 1 .3 3 1 8
R - 3 .4 8 1 8 5 1 3 2 .3 3 5 .0 0 1 .3 1 6
3 7 L - 1 .8 9 2 4 1 2 1 2 4 .7 9 8 .5 0 1 .0 8 1 5
M - 2 .4 7 1 2 6 6 4 .0 0 6 .8 3 1 .1 7 7
R - 2 .4 7 2 0 1 1 9 4 .7 0 7 .6 4 1 .1 1 1 5
3 8 L - 0 .1 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 4 .3 0 7 .7 3 1 .1 7 1 6
M - 0 .1 2 2 5 1 2 1 3 3 .4 0 4 .6 7 2 .2 3 1 3
R 0 .3 5 2 1 8 1 3 3 .0 5 6 .0 0 1 .2 3 8
3 9 L - 0 .6 6 4 2 1 5 2 7 2 .9 0 5 .3 3 1 .5 6 1 6
M - 0 .6 6 2 3 9 1 4 3 .2 6 5 .6 7 1 .7 1 1 1
R - 0 .6 6 1 8 8 1 0 3 .6 1 6 .6 3 1 .2 0 9
4 0 L 1 .4 4 1 7 6 1 1 4 .4 1 9 .8 3 1 .4 5 9
M - 2 .4 7 3 0 1 0 2 0 2 .8 3 5 .7 0 1 .4 0 1 0
R - 1 .2 7 1 4 4 1 0 3 .6 4 9 .0 0 1 .5 0 6
4 1 L 3 .6 9 1 6 9 7 5 .1 3 8 .2 2 1 .1 4 1 2
M 4 .5 8 1 7 7 1 0 5 .7 1 1 2 .2 9 1 .1 0 1 1
R 3 .9 8 3 1 1 2 1 9 4 .0 6 8 .2 5 1 .4 2 1 9
4 2 L 1 .1 1 1 8 1 0 8 4 .8 3 7 .6 0 1 .3 8 1 4
M 1 .1 1 1 4 4 1 0 2 .7 9 6 .2 5 1 .4 0 4
R 2 .3 2 2 1 1 3 8 5 .7 6 8 .5 4 1 .2 5 1 9
4 3 L 2 .5 9 2 9 1 9 1 0 7 .4 1 1 0 .6 3 1 .3 0 2 9
M 1 .1 1 2 5 1 3 1 2 3 .8 4 6 .3 8 1 .0 8 1 5
R - 0 .6 6 1 4 4 1 0 4 .0 0 1 0 .0 0 1 .6 0 7
4 4 L 2 .8 7 2 5 1 1 1 4 5 .8 8 1 1 .2 7 1 .6 4 1 8
M 2 .0 4 2 3 1 1 1 2 5 .0 9 9 .0 9 1 .4 2 1 4
R -0 .12 23 9 14 3 .39 6 .33 1 .50 12
45 L 3 .41 33 24 9 5 .06 6 .38 1 .56 32
M 2 .87 21 12 9 7 .00 10 .92 1 .78 19
R 1 .44 15 4 11 2 .80 6 .25 1 .55 5
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1L 18 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 23 29 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 35
1M 28 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 54 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57
1R 23 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 27 63 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 68
2L 17 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 22 31 2 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 39
2M 22 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 28 47 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 55
2R 11 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 15 18 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 22
3L 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 22
3M 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 20 35 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 39
3R 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 23 29 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 35
4L 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 25 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 50
4M 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 28 49 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 57
4R 18 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 20 36 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 40
5L 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
5M 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 17 29 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 31
5R 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
6L 27 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 31 41 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 46
6M 17 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 22 21 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 26
6R 22 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 27 27 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 33
7L 32 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 36 83 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 91
7M 19 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 25 27 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 33
7R 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 16 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 31
8L 31 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 37 58 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 68
8M 21 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 25 30 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 35
8R 34 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 38 67 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 72
9L 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 33 45 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 53
9M 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 25 44 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 48
9R 26 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 30 41 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 45
10L 28 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 33 49 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 54
10M 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
10R 31 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 66 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 74
11L 20 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 26 33 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 39
11M 28 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 32 60 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 69
11R 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 21 28 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 31
12L 19 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 27 33 3 6 0 0 4 0 1 0 2 0 1 50
12M 13 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 18 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 22
12R 16 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 35 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
13L 23 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 43 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 46
13M 50 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 4 61 111 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 11 129
13R 37 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 46 57 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 3 68
14L 20 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 42 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
14M 19 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 25 33 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 41
14R 14 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 18 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
15L 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 22 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 47
15M 29 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 33 58 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 62
15R 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 29 46 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 51
16L 24 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 31 51 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 62
16M 18 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 27 33 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 44
16R 16 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 24 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
17L 43 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 47 73 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 77
17M 20 1 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 27 42 1 5 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 2 54
17R 34 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 40 60 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 67
18L 21 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 29 39 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 48
18M 32 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 41 52 3 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 62
18R 42 1 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 48 127 2 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 134
19L 31 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 38 74 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 86
19M 26 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 33 52 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 59
19R 31 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 38 41 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 48
20L 25 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 32 55 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 63
20M 47 3 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 60 125 4 0 1 1 4 0 0 2 3 1 3 144
20R 17 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 28 25 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 36
21L 18 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 23 27 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 32
21M 50 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 56 67 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 73
21R 40 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 51 68 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 79
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22L 13 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 20 19 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 26
22M 31 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 37 56 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 64
22R 35 4 3 1 1 1 0 1 3 0 0 2 51 72 4 5 1 1 3 0 1 7 0 0 2 96
23L 27 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 34 44 3 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 54
23M 37 6 2 2 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 53 69 7 2 2 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 2 88
23R 39 3 2 2 1 2 0 0 6 0 0 1 56 76 5 3 3 2 2 0 0 8 0 0 1 100
24L 50 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 4 61 92 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 5 105
24M 38 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 48 70 1 1 0 2 3 0 0 1 2 0 3 83
24R 42 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 5 53 86 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 5 97
25L 14 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 18 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
25M 45 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 1 0 2 58 89 5 0 0 0 4 0 5 3 1 0 2 109
25R 26 2 1 1 0 4 0 0 2 1 0 4 41 48 2 1 4 0 6 0 0 2 1 0 4 68
26L 34 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 39 77 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 82
26M 23 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 29 47 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 53
26R 39 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 44 67 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 74
27L 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 36 46 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 55
27M 36 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 43 78 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 89
27R 33 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 41 65 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 7 79
28L 14 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 18 23 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 29
28M 33 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 57 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 61
28R 34 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 39 55 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 60
29L 34 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 39 55 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 60
29M 34 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 44 56 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 70
29R 35 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 42 57 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 64
30L 50 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 56 100 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 110
30M 21 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 31 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
30R 46 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 51 99 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 106
31L 37 4 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 49 56 6 2 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 72
31M 17 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 21 24 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 29
31R 62 5 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 74 143 5 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 161
32L 45 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 57 74 11 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 91
32M 66 6 3 1 0 1 0 2 3 1 0 3 86 138 6 8 2 0 1 0 2 4 4 0 3 168
32R 34 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 1 45 61 4 2 1 0 0 0 1 3 2 0 1 75
33L 44 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 49 76 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 81
33M 64 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 71 137 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 151
33R 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
34L 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 26 33 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 37
34M 65 5 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 75 151 9 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 9 0 0 175
34R 45 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 52 80 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 87
35L 30 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 36 54 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 61
35M 19 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 26 26 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 33
35R 57 3 2 2 0 0 0 1 9 1 0 6 81 174 4 2 2 0 0 0 1 15 3 0 11 212
36L 12 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 19 18 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 26
36M 45 3 3 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 2 59 80 3 4 1 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 3 97
36R 29 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 37 37 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 4 46
37L 50 3 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 63 103 5 3 1 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 120
37M 23 4 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 33 39 6 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 52
37R 39 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 50 80 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 3 97
38L 56 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 3 1 0 1 67 90 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 4 1 0 1 102
38M 46 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 4 55 79 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 4 88
38R 32 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 61 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 67
39L 45 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 52 112 5 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 122
39M 38 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 45 64 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 71
39R 34 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 60 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63
40L 40 1 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 47 70 1 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 77
40M 37 5 0 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 50 68 6 0 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 83
40R 30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 47 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
41L 48 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 53 72 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 81
41M 46 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 56 81 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 96
41R 64 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 73 116 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 131
42L 52 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 57 83 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 88
42M 18 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 27 26 3 1 1 1 5 0 0 3 0 0 1 41
42R 69 3 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 6 86 111 3 3 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 7 131
43L 81 3 1 0 1 2 2 2 6 2 0 4 104 186 7 2 0 5 3 2 3 15 5 0 4 232
43M 46 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 6 1 0 2 60 77 2 1 1 0 4 0 0 11 2 0 2 100
43R 31 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 2 0 0 41 44 2 0 1 3 2 0 0 4 3 0 0 59
44L 55 4 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 63 130 4 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 155
44M 52 6 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 64 121 6 2 0 0 4 0 1 0 2 0 0 136
44R 47 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 55 70 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 79
45L 64 3 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 75 173 5 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 6 3 3 194
45M 58 4 3 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 5 76 128 5 4 2 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 6 153
45R 29 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 37 34 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 43
Total 4338 259 124 48 30 76 7 33 130 89 5 176 5315 8210 337 172 59 48 119 7 44 172 141 8 225 9542
% 81.6% 4.9% 2.3% 0.9% 0.6% 1.4% 0.1% 0.6% 2.4% 1.7% 0.1% 3.3% 100.0% 86.0% 3.5% 1.8% 0.6% 0.5% 1.2% 0.1% 0.5% 1.8% 1.5% 0.1% 2.4% 100.0%
AVRG 32.1 1.92 0.92 0.36 0.22 0.56 0.05 0.24 0.96 0.66 0.04 1.3 39.37 60.81 2.5 1.27 0.44 0.36 0.88 0.05 0.33 1.27 1.04 0.06 1.67 70.681
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Appendix G: Analyzed Data (Accuracy)
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CEFRとの
相関
（Kendall)
0.147 -0.07 -0.01 0.032 0.216 0.235 -0.12 0.277 0.148 0.008 0.159 0.209
1 Left -6.94 0 5.714 0 0 0 5.714 2.857 0 0 14.29 0 0
Middle -6.94 1.754 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.263 3.5088 0.6667
Right -5.6 1.471 0 0 0 0 0 1.471 0 0 2.941 0 0
2 L -8.25 0 2.564 2.564 0 0 0 2.564 0 2.564 10.26 0 0
M -8.72 0 5.455 3.636 5.455 0 0 10.91 0 0 25.45 0 0
R -9.24 0 9.091 0 0 0 0 4.545 0 4.545 18.18 0 0
3 L -8.72 0 4.545 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.545 0 0
M -8.25 0 7.692 2.564 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.82 0 0
R -7.38 0 2.857 0 0 0 0 2.857 0 0 5.714 0 0
4 L -6.94 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 6 0 0
M -6.94 1.754 1.754 1.754 0 1.754 3.509 5.263 0 0 15.79 0 0
R -6.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 L -8.72 0 12.5 0 0 0 0 6.25 6.25 18.75 50 0 0
M -8.72 6.452 6.452 0 0 0 0 3.226 3.226 0 22.58 0 0
R -8.72 0 9.524 0 0 0 0 9.524 0 0 19.05 0 0
6 L -6.05 2.174 0 0 0 0 0 2.174 0 0 4.348 0 0
M -8.25 0 7.692 0 0 3.846 0 0 0 0 11.54 0 0
R -7.81 0 0 0 3.03 0 0 6.061 0 0 9.091 0 0
7 L -6.05 3.297 9.89 0 1.099 4.396 1.099 5.495 0 0 26.37 1.0989 0.0417
M -7.38 6.061 6.061 0 3.03 0 0 6.061 0 0 21.21 3.0303 0.1429
R -8.72 6.452 0 3.226 0 0 0 6.452 0 0 16.13 0 0
8 L -5.16 2.941 2.941 0 2.941 1.471 0 1.471 0 0 11.76 1.4706 0.125
M -6.05 0 5.714 0 0 2.857 0 2.857 0 0 11.43 2.8571 0.25
R -5.6 1.389 9.722 0 0 2.778 0 2.778 0 1.389 18.06 0 0
9 L -7.38 3.774 7.547 3.774 1.887 0 1.887 3.774 0 0 24.53 1.8868 0.0769
M -6.94 0 0 0 0 0 2.083 0 0 0 2.083 0 0
R -6.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.222 0 0 0 2.222 0 0
10 L -6.5 0 5.556 0 3.704 1.852 1.852 3.704 0 0 18.52 0 0
M -8.72 0 9.091 0 9.091 0 0 9.091 0 0 27.27 0 0
R -6.05 0 4.054 1.351 5.405 2.703 1.351 2.703 1.351 1.351 20.27 2.7027 0.1333
11 L -6.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M -5.16 1.449 0 0 0 0 0 1.449 0 0 2.899 1.4493 0.5
R -6.94 0 0 3.226 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.226 0 0
12 L -5.6 0 8 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 14 6 0.4286
M -6.05 0 4.545 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.545 0 0
R -5.6 2.439 4.878 0 2.439 0 0 0 0 0 9.756 4.878 0.5
13 L -4.73 2.174 4.348 0 0 0 0 4.348 0 0 10.87 2.1739 0.2
M -2.99 0.775 3.876 0 0 0 0 0 0.775 0.775 7.752 0.7752 0.1
R -4.31 2.941 7.353 0 1.471 1.471 0 2.941 0 2.941 19.12 0 0
14 L -6.05 10.42 6.25 0 0 0 2.083 2.083 2.083 0 22.92 0 0
M -6.94 14.63 14.63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29.27 0 0
R -7.38 8.333 4.167 0 4.167 0 0 0 0 0 16.67 0 0
15 L -7.38 2.128 2.128 2.128 2.128 0 0 0 0 0 8.511 0 0
M -7.38 1.613 1.613 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.613 4.839 3.2258 0.6667
R -6.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 L -4.31 1.613 4.839 0 0 1.613 1.613 0 1.613 3.226 16.13 1.6129 0.1
M -4.31 0 4.545 0 0 0 2.273 0 2.273 2.273 13.64 0 0
R -4.31 3.704 0 0 0 0 3.704 0 0 3.704 11.11 3.7037 0.3333
17 L -2.99 2.597 6.494 0 1.299 3.896 5.195 1.299 0 2.597 23.38 1.2987 0.0556
M -2.48 3.704 0 0 1.852 0 7.407 0 3.704 1.852 18.52 1.8519 0.1
R -1.92 0 1.493 2.985 0 0 5.97 0 0 0 10.45 0 0
ID
CEFR
(Accuracy)
Self-correctionErrors per 100 words
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18 L -3.89 0 0 0 0 2.083 4.167 0 0 2.083 8.333 0 0
M -1.33 1.613 1.613 0 0 0 1.613 0 0 0 4.839 1.6129 0.3333
R 0.58 1.493 0 0 0.746 0.746 2.239 0.746 1.493 0 7.463 1.4925 0.2
19 L -4.73 6.977 5.814 1.163 1.163 2.326 0 2.326 0 0 23.26 2.3256 0.1
M -5.16 5.085 10.17 5.085 3.39 1.695 5.085 3.39 1.695 0 35.59 1.6949 0.0476
R -4.31 2.083 8.333 4.167 2.083 0 0 2.083 2.083 0 22.92 2.0833 0.0909
20 L -4.73 1.587 0 0 0 0 0 1.587 0 3.175 6.349 3.1746 0.5
M -3.89 2.778 2.083 0.694 1.389 1.389 4.167 0 0 0.694 13.89 1.3889 0.1
R -2.99 5.556 0 0 5.556 0 2.778 0 0 0 13.89 0 0
21 L -3.45 3.125 6.25 0 0 3.125 0 0 3.125 0 15.63 0 0
M -2.48 0 1.37 2.74 1.37 4.11 0 1.37 1.37 0 12.33 0 0
R -1.33 1.266 1.266 0 3.797 0 0 0 0 0 6.329 0 0
22 L -3.45 0 3.846 3.846 3.846 0 0 0 0 3.846 15.38 0 0
M -2.99 1.563 3.125 0 0 1.563 0 0 0 0 7.813 1.5625 0.2
R -3.89 4.167 2.083 1.042 0 1.042 1.042 1.042 1.042 0 11.46 2.0833 0.1818
23 L -4.31 9.259 1.852 1.852 0 3.704 7.407 1.852 0 3.704 29.63 0 0
M -2.99 3.409 3.409 0 0 1.136 0 1.136 1.136 0 10.23 2.2727 0.2222
R -3.89 1 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 9 1 0.1111
24 L 0.58 3.81 5.714 0 2.857 0 0.952 3.81 0 1.905 19.05 0.9524 0.05
M -1.33 3.614 6.024 0 0 2.41 2.41 3.614 0 0 18.07 1.2048 0.0667
R 1.84 1.031 1.031 0 0 0 1.031 4.124 2.062 0 9.278 2.0619 0.2222
25 L -1.92 4.167 0 0 4.167 0 0 0 0 0 8.333 8.3333 1
M -2.48 0.917 2.752 0 0.917 1.835 0 0.917 0 1.835 9.174 0.9174 0.1
R -1.33 10.29 5.882 0 0 0 1.471 1.471 1.471 1.471 22.06 1.4706 0.0667
26 L -1.33 2.439 7.317 0 2.439 1.22 1.22 1.22 1.22 0 18.29 2.439 0.1333
M -1.92 0 3.774 0 0 0 1.887 0 0 0 5.66 1.8868 0.3333
R -1.33 4.054 5.405 0 0 2.703 2.703 1.351 0 1.351 18.92 2.7027 0.1429
27 L -3.89 0 12.73 0 0 1.818 5.455 1.818 3.636 3.636 29.09 3.6364 0.125
M -2.48 3.371 8.989 0 0 1.124 1.124 1.124 0 0 15.73 0 0
R -2.48 0 8.861 0 0 0 7.595 0 0 0 16.46 5.0633 0.3077
28 L -4.73 6.897 3.448 0 0 0 0 3.448 0 0 13.79 3.4483 0.25
M -1.92 4.918 4.918 0 0 8.197 0 3.279 1.639 1.639 24.59 0 0
R -0.77 1.667 1.667 0 0 0 0 1.667 0 0 5 1.6667 0.3333
29 L 0.58 3.333 15 1.667 3.333 0 5 1.667 1.667 3.333 36.67 5 0.1364
M -2.48 0 4.286 0 0 1.429 4.286 0 1.429 1.429 12.86 8.5714 0.6667
R -1.33 9.375 3.125 0 0 3.125 4.688 1.563 1.563 0 23.44 1.5625 0.0667
30 L -0.26 0.909 4.545 0.909 0 2.727 0 0 0 0 9.091 1.8182 0.2
M -2.99 0 5.882 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.882 0 0
R -3.45 4.717 4.717 2.83 0 3.774 1.887 1.887 1.887 0.943 23.58 1.8868 0.08
31 L 0.46 1.389 1.389 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.778 5.556 0 0
M -3.52 0 3.448 3.448 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.34 3.4483 0.3333
R -1.33 1.242 6.832 0.621 1.242 5.59 1.863 3.106 0.621 1.863 23.6 1.2422 0.0526
32 L 0.58 6.593 4.396 0 0 2.198 1.099 2.198 0 1.099 18.68 0 0
M 3.22 0.595 2.381 0 0.595 1.786 1.786 0.595 1.19 1.786 10.71 0 0
R -0.77 0 2.667 1.333 0 0 1.333 1.333 1.333 0 8 0 0
33 L 0.58 0 1.235 1.235 1.235 1.235 6.173 0 0 0 11.11 1.2346 0.1111
M 1.55 1.987 1.325 0.662 0 2.649 3.974 1.325 0.662 1.325 14.57 1.9868 0.1364
R -2.99 0 0 0 0 5.263 5.263 0 0 0 10.53 10.526 1
34 L -0.26 0 10.81 0 2.703 5.405 2.703 0 0 0 21.62 0 0
M 2.94 2.286 2.286 0.571 0 1.714 0.571 1.714 1.143 0 11.43 0 0
R 2.12 1.149 0 0 0 0 2.299 0 1.149 0 4.598 2.2989 0.5
35 L -0.26 3.279 8.197 1.639 3.279 1.639 0 1.639 0 3.279 24.59 3.2787 0.1333
M -2.99 3.03 3.03 0 9.091 0 3.03 0 0 0 18.18 0 0
R 0.58 2.358 3.774 0 0.472 1.415 1.887 0 1.415 0.943 12.74 0 0
36 L -5.16 0 0 0 0 3.846 0 0 0 0 3.846 0 0
M -2.99 1.031 4.124 0 0 1.031 0 0 0 1.031 7.216 2.0619 0.2857
R -3.89 0 0 0 0 2.174 0 0 0 0 2.174 0 0
37 L -1.92 3.333 4.167 0.833 0 4.167 2.5 0.833 1.667 0.833 18.33 1.6667 0.0909
M -2.48 3.846 1.923 0 0 3.846 3.846 0 0 0 13.46 0 0
R -1.92 5.155 5.155 0 0 0 3.093 0 1.031 0 14.43 2.0619 0.1429
38 L -0.77 0.98 7.843 0 0.98 1.961 1.961 1.961 0.98 0.98 18.63 0 0
M -1.33 2.273 0 1.136 0 1.136 0 1.136 0 1.136 6.818 1.1364 0.1667
R -1.33 4.478 4.478 0 1.493 0 1.493 0 0 1.493 13.43 1.4925 0.1111
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39 L -0.77 4.918 8.197 0.82 0 1.639 0.82 1.639 0.82 1.639 22.13 0 0
M 0.19 7.042 4.225 0 1.408 1.408 2.817 1.408 1.408 1.408 21.13 0 0
R -0.77 4.762 7.937 0 1.587 1.587 0 3.175 0 0 19.05 1.5873 0.0833
40 L 1.25 1.299 1.299 1.299 0 0 3.896 0 0 1.299 9.091 1.2987 0.1429
M -3.45 1.205 4.819 0 1.205 0 2.41 0 0 3.614 13.25 1.2048 0.0909
R -2.99 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 0
41 L 3.5 0 2.469 0 0 0 0 1.235 1.235 1.235 6.173 1.2346 0.2
M 4.09 0 1.042 1.042 1.042 1.042 0 0 2.083 0 6.25 1.0417 0.1667
R 3.22 1.527 3.817 0 0 3.817 0.763 0.763 1.527 0.763 14.5 0.7634 0.0526
42 L 1.25 4.545 5.682 0 1.136 3.409 1.136 2.273 3.409 1.136 22.73 2.2727 0.1
M 0.58 17.07 0 0 0 2.439 2.439 0 0 0 21.95 0 0
R 1.84 1.527 1.527 0 0.763 0.763 0 2.29 2.29 0.763 9.924 2.2901 0.2308
43 L 1.25 3.017 6.034 0.862 0.862 1.724 3.017 0.431 3.017 0.862 20.26 0.431 0.0213
M -0.26 3 4 0 0 1 2 2 2 1 15 0 0
R -1.33 6.78 0 1.695 0 0 1.695 1.695 0 0 11.86 0 0
44 L 2.94 0 0.645 0 0 0 1.935 0 1.29 0 4.516 1.9355 0.4286
M 0.93 4.412 2.206 0 0.735 0 2.206 0.735 1.471 0 11.76 0 0
R 0.19 0 0 0 0 1.266 1.266 0 0 0 2.532 1.2658 0.5
45 L 3.5 1.031 2.577 0.515 0.515 0.515 1.546 1.031 0 0.515 9.278 2.5773 0.2778
M 2.4 2.614 5.229 0 0.654 0.654 1.307 2.614 2.614 1.961 18.3 1.9608 0.1071
R 0.93 6.977 4.651 0 0 2.326 2.326 6.977 0 0 23.26 0 0
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Appendix H: Analyzed Data (Fluency)
C D E F G H I J K L
P
a
u
s
e
tim
e
(s
e
c
)
N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
p
a
u
s
e
s
F
ille
d
p
a
u
s
e
tim
e
(s
e
c
)
N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
fille
d
p
a
u
s
e
s
D
y
s
flu
e
n
c
y
p
a
u
s
e
tim
e
(s
e
c
)
N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
d
y
s
flu
e
n
c
y
p
a
u
s
e
s
S
p
e
a
k
in
g
tim
e
in
c
lu
d
in
g
p
a
u
s
e
tim
e
(s
e
c
)
N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
s
y
lla
b
le
s
in
c
lu
d
in
g
d
y
s
flu
e
n
c
y
N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
s
y
lla
b
le
s
e
x
c
lu
d
in
g
d
y
s
flu
e
n
c
y
T
o
ta
l
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
w
o
rd
s
Correlation 0.626 0.772 0.772 0.752
1 Left -6.36 10.77 12 1.26 3 1.55 3 29.65 47 38 35
Middle -5.93 26.5 12 1.45 3 1.34 3 41.84 81 72 57
Right -5.07 8.46 8 0.58 2 0.67 2 36.99 83 79 68
2 L -7.62 16.2 10 4.4 4 0 0 34.22 53 49 39
M -8.07 9.67 9 2.38 1 13.38 7 48.34 74 61 55
R -8.07 6.8 8 0.24 1 5.53 3 23.94 30 24 22
3 L -8.57 5.09 1 0 0 0 0 12.54 25 25 22
M -8.07 16.83 8 0 0 3.62 1 37.25 55 50 39
R -7.2 15.98 8 0 0 6.92 3 37.33 49 42 35
4 L -7.62 17.56 9 0.18 1 0 0 35.13 56 55 50
M -7.62 0.59 1 0.38 1 0 0 20.31 66 65 57
R -7.62 8.63 7 0 0 0.7 2 27.24 54 52 40
5 L -8.07 2.55 3 0.92 1 0 0 10.59 24 23 16
M -8.07 30.48 6 0.24 1 1.12 2 41.03 38 33 31
R -8.07 1.35 2 0 0 0 0 8.79 22 22 21
6 L -6.36 22.6 12 1.73 2 8.86 5 53.17 71 55 46
M -7.2 6.29 6 0 0 0 0 17.86 33 33 26
R -6.78 3 5 0 0 0 0 14.58 41 41 33
7 L -4.65 43.67 48 35.83 21 14.06 11 135.54 158 101 91
M -5.93 16.17 18 3.71 4 1.32 3 38.73 47 38 33
R -8.07 5.74 6 0.92 1 0.96 2 14.95 35 35 31
8 L -4.65 10.84 14 0.27 1 3.3 5 36.95 96 87 68
M -5.93 14.38 7 0.35 1 0.3 1 31.16 55 53 35
R -5.93 55.09 27 2.41 4 3.37 4 92.25 104 94 72
9 L -5.07 33.7 32 1.07 4 6.44 9 62.53 90 70 53
M -5.5 38.77 17 12.48 1 2.81 5 76.77 70 65 48
R -5.5 31.53 13 0.17 1 1.69 2 55.38 69 63 45
10 L -7.2 25.68 8 0.58 2 7.54 2 52.57 67 62 54
M -8.57 5.57 3 0 0 0.29 1 11.34 13 12 11
R -5.07 47.87 37 11.25 13 13 10 103.72 118 87 74
11 L -6.36 28.76 16 0.21 1 10.81 1 53.93 49 46 39
M -5.07 45.78 30 1.55 3 1.69 5 74.9 92 83 69
R -7.62 11.24 6 0 0 8.5 3 31.81 38 34 31
12 L -5.93 25.65 15 0.37 1 2.84 4 52.63 75 68 50
M -6.78 11.39 8 1.15 1 1.59 3 26.68 39 34 22
R -5.93 22.81 16 3.96 4 1.6 2 54.04 58 49 41
13 L -4.65 23.9 14 3.5 4 1.89 3 44.99 67 59 46
M -2.12 30.12 32 5.43 10 13.41 14 102.44 183 150 129
R -3.02 28.02 17 7.34 7 3.52 5 72.13 102 85 68
14 L -6.36 34.11 22 1.99 3 9.43 10 88.77 74 54 48
M -7.2 5.22 10 0 0 5.21 2 26.33 50 44 41
R -8.07 0 0 0 0 0.36 1 10.66 31 29 24
15 L -7.2 6.57 7 0 0 1.19 1 22.52 40 39 47
M -7.2 15.38 15 10.47 14 7.81 6 54.13 88 67 62
R -6.78 6.46 7 0.82 1 5.83 5 29.47 68 54 51
16 L -5.07 25.15 23 1.95 5 1.67 3 53.47 87 78 62
M -5.5 21.39 15 0.71 2 2.6 3 41.07 69 63 44
R -5.93 3.87 5 3.36 1 2.95 1 19.51 41 37 27
17 L -2.12 52.39 42 0 0 1.74 3 85.39 107 102 77
M -2.59 22.75 23 2.15 4 1.89 2 49.59 73 65 54
R -2.59 23.95 21 1.71 5 0.92 3 64.24 100 92 67
18 L -3.84 39.91 21 1.04 2 17.58 7 87.51 77 62 48
M -2.12 17.74 17 0.94 3 2.71 7 40.3 94 79 62
R 0.95 26.24 37 7.39 13 2.05 4 81.92 179 158 134
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19 L -3.84 19.46 19 2.86 8 8.45 8 65.34 139 116 86
M -4.24 13.91 15 2.58 7 4.27 6 53.44 93 80 59
R -3.84 10.01 11 1.41 3 4.99 4 35.78 73 61 48
20 L -4.24 7.94 7 2.96 8 3.09 6 37.93 85 69 63
M -2.12 50.38 42 15.81 14 19.89 25 137.9 245 179 144
R -2.59 2.39 6 0.46 1 2.21 1 20.49 52 50 36
21 L -3.84 18.64 8 5.62 3 0 0 37.44 38 35 32
M -3.43 22.34 20 6.19 7 1.25 2 65.53 104 95 73
R -1.63 36.45 36 3.09 5 3.63 7 74.36 101 88 79
22 L -4.24 10.38 9 0.27 1 0.51 1 24.19 40 37 26
M -3.02 25.42 15 3.89 7 1.35 2 52.82 84 73 64
R -3.02 36.56 32 7.15 7 11.68 11 99.32 155 126 96
23 L -3.43 9.27 12 0 0 2.47 6 40.33 90 81 54
M -2.59 36.28 33 5.27 6 7.77 10 88.44 141 112 88
R -2.59 44.76 38 4.36 11 10.94 13 102.73 168 132 100
24 L 1.54 42.72 40 4.72 6 2.58 6 88.8 160 146 105
M -1.63 56.42 35 5 10 4.78 2 91.12 120 105 83
R 2.08 18.9 23 4.94 10 2.76 6 67.12 152 136 97
25 L -3.02 18.55 12 9.49 4 6.98 3 46.02 42 30 24
M -1.63 75.25 66 20.2 17 17.25 19 158.85 199 151 109
R -1.11 38.81 24 2.29 4 13.51 9 82.42 120 99 68
26 L -1.11 49.06 36 0.81 3 11.38 7 90.83 125 99 82
M -1.63 34 31 0.43 2 1.35 2 71.76 83 78 53
R -1.63 35.55 28 1.24 2 9.52 7 87.61 118 102 74
27 L -2.12 53.78 43 7.54 11 28.1 20 117.22 123 71 55
M -2.59 35.84 33 3.24 4 0.61 1 72.1 113 108 89
R -2.12 36.75 35 5.38 9 20.03 15 88.91 133 93 79
28 L -5.93 52.21 16 29.58 13 4.3 5 83.56 51 32 29
M -2.12 52.5 27 8.81 9 0.31 1 82.34 79 67 61
R -0.15 17.48 20 3.24 4 0 0 44.15 63 59 60
29 L 1.54 31.72 51 2.62 7 11.22 13 101.38 225 193 60
M -2.12 62.54 57 16.08 23 23.5 19 139.29 152 96 70
R -2.12 21.26 18 4.96 5 1.73 3 58.94 88 78 64
30 L -0.61 49.93 53 9.24 17 11.01 8 117.57 205 154 110
M -3.43 24.47 11 3.84 5 1.45 3 40.06 57 46 34
R -2.12 48.5 52 15.64 29 25.43 20 128.87 190 143 106
31 L 1.23 0.91 2 1.14 3 0.36 1 29.39 97 92 72
M -3.55 4.38 4 1.75 3 3.85 4 24.51 47 37 29
R 0.62 72.26 87 22.79 40 35.5 34 216.63 308 192 161
32 L 0.95 29.32 38 6.26 13 6.01 11 87.56 145 115 91
M 3.09 23.69 26 5.96 14 8.73 11 103.4 240 210 168
R -0.15 23.02 24 10.68 9 6.69 11 70.47 105 79 75
33 L 0.62 30.36 29 5.62 11 3.53 6 67.35 125 105 81
M 1.54 37.89 37 14.51 12 16.43 17 128.72 262 197 151
R -3.43 9.57 8 2.64 2 6.14 4 28.73 41 31 19
34 L 0.26 30 30 8.03 9 5.11 7 61.12 73 49 37
M 3.09 44.42 61 13.19 13 11.33 21 136.24 266 221 175
R 2.59 16.61 24 9.82 8 3.01 5 60.46 127 108 87
35 L -0.15 7.67 4 5.67 7 3.44 3 42.44 82 65 61
M -1.63 10.72 5 1.02 2 0.86 2 22.1 45 41 33
R 1.54 61.77 74 36.81 50 21.37 38 213.06 426 273 212
36 L -5.07 11.97 15 4.6 6 2.17 2 32.87 43 32 26
M -1.11 60.44 49 27.2 10 21.77 15 150.19 159 112 97
R -2.59 14.37 12 2.98 7 6.21 5 44.27 81 65 46
37 L -1.63 56.65 48 4.96 9 5.5 8 118.62 179 158 120
M -2.12 16.78 24 0.94 2 11.84 5 43.28 86 62 52
R -2.12 49.72 39 4.18 9 5.05 11 92.07 148 123 97
38 L -0.15 32.36 29 2.2 4 6.41 6 89.12 135 125 102
M -0.15 12.65 21 8.17 10 5.51 7 65.16 131 111 88
R -0.15 31.91 20 1.38 2 3.86 4 67.8 89 82 67
39 L -0.15 22.42 35 1.67 5 22.08 15 99.58 184 145 122
M 0.26 9.29 14 1.58 2 4.17 6 54.22 114 105 71
R -0.15 15.31 22 1.9 3 3.76 5 61.58 100 88 63
40 L 0.62 18.51 25 8.28 8 12.36 10 77.63 135 97 77
M -2.59 77.64 55 19.37 23 15.73 18 143.1 175 117 83
R -2.59 6.79 7 0.69 2 6.06 6 34.52 67 58 50
478
41 L 3.09 12.27 17 3.26 5 1.28 3 56.74 128 119 81
M 3.59 16.47 23 9.42 16 2.74 5 74.73 159 136 96
R 2.34 47.56 43 6.4 12 7.74 13 125.07 195 159 131
42 L 0.95 25.84 34 4.26 9 9.17 11 86.96 153 120 88
M 0.26 11.71 10 0.44 1 0.48 1 36 59 57 41
R 1.54 35.46 53 10.23 24 11.3 12 143.89 231 183 131
43 L 2.08 43.21 68 34.17 49 11.9 18 170.81 414 313 232
M 0.26 22.44 23 4.03 4 2.2 2 73.79 142 136 100
R -1.63 12.1 16 4.83 5 2.56 3 43.87 86 76 59
44 L 2.34 16.9 26 5.17 7 3.93 6 90.48 217 199 155
M 0.95 45.16 57 14.34 24 7.41 11 133.63 241 197 136
R -0.61 6.51 13 4.95 8 3.38 3 52.04 114 98 79
45 L 3.09 22.35 31 3.68 7 9.83 16 112.53 295 256 194
M 2.08 56.42 64 6.11 12 5.78 13 130.26 242 206 153
R 1.26 9.3 18 2.64 5 2.93 5 35.63 71 57 43
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0.134 0.069 0.334 0.427 0.503 -0.41 0.203 0.233 0.364 0.217 -0.418
1 Left 76.90 149.36 2.22 24.28 6.07 0.90 8.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Middle 103.25 316.82 3.84 17.21 4.30 2.21 1.43 0.00 1.43 1.43 5.74
Right 128.14 174.55 2.93 12.98 3.24 1.06 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.49
2 L 85.91 176.47 2.09 17.53 7.01 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.75
M 75.71 114.82 2.14 11.17 1.24 1.07 8.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.14
R 60.15 105.02 1.85 20.05 2.51 0.85 7.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.52
3 L 119.62 201.34 3.57 4.78 0.00 5.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 80.54 161.61 3.33 12.89 0.00 2.10 3.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 67.51 137.70 2.80 12.86 0.00 2.00 4.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.21
4 L 93.94 191.24 3.24 15.37 1.71 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.83
M 192.02 200.81 5.42 2.95 2.95 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95
R 114.54 174.10 4.64 15.42 0.00 1.23 6.61 0.00 2.20 0.00 2.20
5 L 130.31 179.10 4.40 17.00 5.67 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.33
M 48.26 216.11 2.54 8.77 1.46 5.08 2.92 0.00 0.00 1.46 1.46
R 150.17 177.42 3.67 13.65 0.00 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.65
6 L 62.07 139.35 3.24 13.54 2.26 1.88 6.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.13
M 110.86 171.13 2.75 20.16 0.00 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.72
R 168.72 212.44 3.15 20.58 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7 L 44.71 103.19 2.81 21.25 9.30 0.91 4.43 0.00 0.00 0.89 0.44
M 58.87 125.00 2.24 27.89 6.20 0.90 1.55 0.00 0.00 1.55 3.10
R 140.47 228.01 2.50 24.08 4.01 0.96 4.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 L 141.27 220.61 3.44 22.73 1.62 0.77 6.50 0.00 1.62 0.00 1.62
M 102.05 196.66 2.79 13.48 1.93 2.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.93 1.93
R 61.14 167.92 2.58 17.56 2.60 2.04 2.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65
9 L 67.17 187.30 2.22 30.71 3.84 1.05 5.76 0.00 0.96 1.92 2.88
M 50.80 110.53 2.60 13.29 0.78 2.28 3.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.56
R 68.26 173.58 3.15 14.08 1.08 2.43 1.08 0.00 0.00 1.08 1.08
10 L 70.76 149.50 3.26 9.13 2.28 3.21 1.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 63.49 135.18 1.71 15.87 0.00 1.86 5.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.58
R 50.33 126.77 2.70 21.40 7.52 1.29 1.74 0.58 0.58 1.74 1.16
11 L 51.18 116.81 1.90 17.80 1.11 1.80 1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 66.49 189.56 2.66 24.03 2.40 1.53 0.80 0.80 1.60 0.00 0.80
R 64.13 110.84 3.09 11.32 0.00 1.87 3.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
12 L 77.52 166.79 3.40 17.10 1.14 1.71 0.00 0.00 1.14 2.28 1.14
M 76.46 153.04 3.78 17.99 2.25 1.42 6.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.25
R 54.40 111.43 2.32 17.76 4.44 1.43 2.22 1.11 0.00 2.22 1.11
13 L 78.68 190.61 3.28 18.67 5.33 1.71 2.67 0.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
M 87.86 151.83 2.86 18.74 5.86 0.94 8.20 0.00 0.59 0.59 1.17
R 70.71 138.74 2.75 14.14 5.82 1.65 6.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Temporal variables
Correlation
ID
Hesitation variables
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14 L 36.50 81.23 1.77 14.87 2.03 1.55 5.41 0.00 0.00 0.68 6.08
M 100.27 142.11 2.59 22.79 0.00 0.52 4.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.28
R 163.23 174.48 2.64 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 5.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
15 L 103.91 150.47 2.33 18.65 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.66
M 74.27 136.26 3.47 16.63 15.52 1.03 1.11 0.00 0.00 2.22 4.43
R 109.94 177.31 3.13 14.25 2.04 0.92 4.07 0.00 0.00 4.07 18.32
16 L 87.53 184.32 2.36 25.81 5.61 1.09 2.24 0.00 0.00 1.12 0.00
M 92.04 210.37 2.90 21.91 2.92 1.43 1.46 0.00 1.46 0.00 1.46
R 113.79 157.29 3.36 15.38 3.08 0.77 3.08 0.00 0.00 3.08 0.00
17 L 71.67 194.55 2.15 29.51 0.00 1.25 1.41 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.00
M 78.64 163.19 2.67 27.83 4.84 0.99 1.21 1.21 1.21 0.00 0.00
R 85.93 148.92 3.56 19.61 4.67 1.14 1.87 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.00
18 L 42.51 97.06 2.95 14.40 1.37 1.90 6.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 117.62 250.00 3.39 25.31 4.47 1.04 8.93 0.00 1.49 0.00 0.00
R 115.72 192.89 3.90 27.10 9.52 0.71 0.73 0.00 0.73 1.46 0.00
19 L 106.52 181.78 3.08 17.45 7.35 1.02 4.59 0.00 1.84 1.84 2.75
M 89.82 141.16 3.43 16.84 7.86 0.93 1.12 0.00 1.12 1.12 5.61
R 102.29 169.97 2.54 18.45 5.03 0.91 1.68 0.00 0.00 3.35 1.68
20 L 109.15 170.06 2.06 11.07 12.65 1.13 4.75 0.00 3.16 0.00 1.58
M 77.88 167.96 2.69 18.27 6.09 1.20 6.96 0.00 2.61 0.44 6.09
R 146.41 172.38 3.27 17.57 2.93 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
21 L 56.09 121.28 2.40 12.82 4.81 2.33 3.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 86.98 144.48 3.52 18.31 6.41 1.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 71.01 159.85 2.38 29.05 4.03 1.01 2.42 0.00 0.81 0.00 0.00
22 L 91.77 173.79 2.71 22.32 2.48 1.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 82.92 183.94 2.71 17.04 7.95 1.69 1.14 0.00 1.14 0.00 0.00
R 76.12 148.18 2.87 19.33 4.23 1.14 7.85 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.00
23 L 120.51 173.86 3.12 17.85 0.00 0.77 4.46 1.49 0.00 1.49 0.00
M 75.98 162.19 1.95 22.39 4.07 1.10 4.07 0.00 0.00 4.75 1.36
R 77.10 173.88 2.78 22.19 6.42 1.18 4.67 0.00 2.34 0.58 1.75
24 L 98.65 208.33 3.66 27.03 4.05 1.07 4.05 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.00
M 69.14 207.49 3.12 23.05 6.58 1.61 0.00 0.66 1.32 0.00 0.00
R 121.57 189.13 4.85 20.56 8.94 0.82 2.68 0.00 1.79 1.79 0.00
25 L 39.11 91.74 2.73 15.65 5.22 1.55 0.00 0.00 1.30 1.30 1.30
M 57.03 142.82 2.85 24.93 6.42 1.14 6.80 0.00 0.38 0.76 0.38
R 72.07 165.10 4.41 17.47 2.91 1.62 2.91 0.73 0.00 0.73 0.00
26 L 65.40 179.55 3.26 23.78 1.98 1.36 3.96 0.66 0.00 0.66 0.00
M 65.22 131.89 2.69 25.92 1.67 1.10 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.00 0.00
R 69.86 136.00 3.61 19.18 1.37 1.27 2.74 0.00 2.05 0.68 0.68
27 L 36.34 116.33 2.38 22.01 5.63 1.25 9.73 0.00 1.02 0.51 2.05
M 89.88 186.98 3.34 27.46 3.33 1.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00
R 62.76 152.99 2.81 23.62 6.07 1.05 6.07 0.67 2.70 0.67 0.67
28 L 22.98 97.61 2.21 11.49 9.33 3.26 2.15 0.00 0.00 0.72 2.15
M 48.82 158.85 2.63 19.67 6.56 1.94 0.73 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 80.18 141.73 2.61 27.18 5.44 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.36 2.72
29 L 114.22 193.80 3.98 30.18 4.14 0.62 4.73 2.37 0.59 1.18 0.00
M 41.35 118.83 2.41 24.55 9.91 1.10 6.89 1.29 1.29 0.43 0.43
R 79.40 140.13 3.74 18.32 5.09 1.18 1.02 0.00 1.02 0.00 1.02
30 L 78.59 181.85 3.61 27.05 8.68 0.94 6.12 0.51 1.02 0.51 0.00
M 68.90 219.37 5.11 16.48 7.49 2.22 5.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 66.58 141.84 3.05 24.21 13.50 0.93 4.66 0.47 0.00 1.86 0.00
31 L 187.82 204.35 3.41 4.08 6.12 0.46 0.00 0.00 2.04 0.00 0.00
M 90.58 140.09 2.77 9.79 7.34 1.10 0.00 4.90 0.00 2.45 0.00
R 53.18 128.00 2.56 24.10 11.08 0.83 6.92 0.28 2.22 1.11 0.28
32 L 78.80 149.38 2.26 26.04 8.91 0.77 6.17 0.00 0.69 1.37 0.00
M 121.86 180.65 3.94 15.09 8.12 0.91 2.32 0.00 0.58 1.16 0.00
R 67.26 132.77 2.19 20.43 7.66 0.96 8.51 1.70 0.85 0.00 0.85
33 L 93.54 202.76 3.17 25.84 9.80 1.05 1.78 0.00 0.89 1.78 0.00
M 91.83 173.07 4.53 17.25 5.59 1.02 5.59 0.93 0.47 0.93 0.00
R 64.74 128.39 3.10 16.71 4.18 1.20 4.18 2.09 2.09 0.00 0.00
34 L 48.10 140.75 2.43 29.45 8.84 1.00 3.93 0.00 0.98 0.98 0.00
M 97.33 173.82 3.47 26.86 5.73 0.73 4.40 0.00 0.88 0.00 0.00
R 107.18 173.77 3.86 23.82 7.94 0.69 4.96 0.00 1.98 0.00 0.00
35 L 91.89 141.50 3.47 5.66 9.90 1.92 2.83 0.00 4.24 0.00 2.83
M 111.31 237.26 2.64 13.57 5.43 2.14 2.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.43
R 76.88 168.95 3.70 20.84 14.08 0.83 10.14 0.28 0.00 1.41 1.41
36 L 58.41 123.44 1.50 27.38 10.95 0.80 5.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.65
M 44.74 106.30 2.37 19.58 3.99 1.23 3.60 0.40 1.60 0.40 3.60
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37 L 79.92 173.31 2.80 24.28 4.55 1.18 3.03 0.00 1.01 1.52 0.00
M 85.95 194.72 2.63 33.27 2.77 0.70 8.32 0.00 1.39 0.00 0.00
R 80.16 209.68 3.08 25.42 5.87 1.27 3.91 0.00 1.96 0.65 0.00
38 L 84.16 142.71 2.91 19.52 2.69 1.12 2.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.37
M 102.21 149.69 3.00 19.34 9.21 0.60 5.52 0.00 0.00 1.84 2.76
R 72.57 148.79 2.96 17.70 1.77 1.60 2.65 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.00
39 L 87.37 143.08 2.86 21.09 3.01 0.64 12.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.21
M 116.19 152.24 3.55 15.49 2.21 0.66 4.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.11
R 85.74 129.67 2.85 21.44 2.92 0.70 0.97 0.00 0.00 2.92 1.95
40 L 74.97 137.01 3.65 19.32 6.18 0.74 4.64 0.00 2.32 0.77 0.00
M 49.06 160.40 2.13 23.06 9.64 1.41 4.19 0.00 0.42 1.68 0.42
R 100.81 144.97 2.68 12.17 3.48 0.97 1.74 0.00 0.00 1.74 0.00
41 L 125.84 172.70 4.81 17.98 5.29 0.72 2.11 0.00 1.06 0.00 0.00
M 109.19 163.75 4.19 18.47 12.85 0.72 3.21 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.00
R 76.28 150.95 2.77 20.63 5.76 1.11 5.76 0.96 0.48 1.44 0.00
42 L 82.80 150.20 3.80 23.46 6.21 0.76 3.45 0.00 1.38 0.69 0.00
M 95.00 145.74 3.29 16.67 1.67 1.17 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 76.31 127.82 3.43 22.10 10.01 0.67 3.75 0.83 1.25 0.42 0.00
43 L 109.95 194.67 4.14 23.89 17.21 0.64 9.84 0.35 0.70 1.05 1.41
M 110.58 165.92 4.00 18.70 3.25 0.98 0.81 0.81 0.00 0.00 2.44
R 103.94 162.42 2.81 21.88 6.84 0.76 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
44 L 131.96 176.95 5.30 17.24 4.64 0.65 2.65 0.66 0.00 1.33 0.00
M 88.45 163.45 3.48 25.59 10.78 0.79 5.84 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.00
R 112.99 150.23 3.00 14.99 9.22 0.50 1.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
45 L 136.50 196.27 5.06 16.53 3.73 0.72 5.87 0.00 3.20 1.07 0.53
M 94.89 196.64 3.38 29.48 5.53 0.88 5.07 0.00 0.46 1.38 0.92
R 95.99 161.79 2.32 30.31 8.42 0.52 6.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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-0.243 0.046 0.326 0.163 -0.031 0.315 0.525 0.308
1 Left 4.19 12.47 3.84 1.30 6.07 10.12 4.05 4.05
Middle 5.76 20.78 0.00 13.18 7.17 5.74 0.00 4.30
Right 2.42 4.36 2.97 3.97 4.87 3.24 1.62 3.24
2 L 13.64 13.97 0.79 0.00 8.77 7.01 1.75 0.00
M 4.01 2.78 3.15 2.06 3.72 3.72 2.48 1.24
R 7.92 5.51 0.00 3.61 12.53 5.01 0.00 2.51
3 L 24.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 17.43 9.68 0.00 0.00 11.28 1.61 0.00 0.00
R 4.63 2.67 0.00 10.19 8.04 1.61 0.00 1.61
4 L 24.58 1.08 2.36 1.98 10.25 1.71 1.71 1.71
M 0.00 0.00 1.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95 0.00
R 3.96 12.95 2.09 0.00 6.61 6.61 2.20 0.00
5 L 14.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M 2.21 27.05 0.00 15.31 2.92 4.39 0.00 1.46
R 9.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.65 0.00 0.00 0.00
6 L 9.68 8.53 2.72 2.19 7.90 2.26 1.13 1.13
M 21.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.16 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 12.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.58 0.00 0.00 0.00
7 L 3.33 13.07 1.91 1.02 7.53 10.18 2.21 1.33
M 10.40 8.75 0.00 5.90 13.94 9.30 0.00 4.65
R 20.35 2.69 0.00 0.00 16.05 8.03 0.00 0.00
Length of Pauses per minute Sorted by
Place
Number of Pauses per Minutes Sorted by
Place
ID
Correlation
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8 L 7.84 4 .87 4 .89 0 .00 9 .74 8 .12 4 .87 0 .00
M 4.66 12 .34 8 .32 2 .37 5 .78 1 .93 1 .93 3 .85
R 13.78 5 .42 0 .46 16 .18 9 .11 3 .25 0 .65 4 .55
9 L 12.25 14 .35 0 .57 2 .43 17 .27 8 .64 1 .92 2 .88
M 12.08 13 .10 2 .27 6 .25 7 .03 3 .13 1 .56 2 .34
R 7.07 0 .00 10 .04 12 .39 6 .50 0 .00 2 .17 4 .33
10 L 4.25 19 .28 4 .67 1 .12 3 .42 2 .28 1 .14 2 .28
M 26.56 2 .91 0 .00 0 .00 10 .58 5 .29 0 .00 0 .00
R 7.66 15 .94 4 .08 0 .00 8 .10 9 .26 4 .05 0 .00
11 L 9.00 8 .93 6 .02 8 .04 7 .79 2 .23 5 .56 2 .23
M 8.52 11 .01 2 .72 14 .43 11 .21 5 .61 2 .40 4 .81
R 3.73 2 .85 4 .23 10 .39 3 .77 1 .89 1 .89 3 .77
12 L 12.40 5 .72 5 .57 5 .54 6 .84 5 .70 2 .28 2 .28
M 3.62 6 .79 6 .72 0 .00 6 .75 6 .75 2 .25 0 .00
R 9.23 6 .77 8 .88 0 .44 12 .21 3 .33 1 .11 1 .11
13 L 14.68 16 .67 0 .00 0 .52 8 .00 9 .34 0 .00 1 .33
M 4.28 5 .31 4 .12 3 .94 6 .44 5 .86 4 .69 1 .76
R 16.22 4 .40 1 .28 1 .41 7 .49 3 .33 1 .66 1 .66
14 L 5.07 7 .04 4 .40 6 .54 6 .76 4 .06 2 .03 2 .03
M 9.82 1 .44 0 .73 0 .00 18 .23 2 .28 2 .28 0 .00
R 0.00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
15 L 14.04 1 .92 2 .61 1 .55 13 .32 2 .66 2 .66 2 .66
M 5.48 11 .57 0 .00 0 .00 5 .54 11 .08 0 .00 0 .00
R 3.40 11 .85 0 .00 0 .00 8 .14 8 .14 0 .00 0 .00
16 L 14.80 3 .56 2 .74 7 .13 13 .47 4 .49 3 .37 4 .49
M 16.70 6 .30 1 .45 6 .81 14 .61 4 .38 1 .46 1 .46
R 8.73 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00 12 .30 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
17 L 20.44 2 .07 11 .71 2 .59 20 .38 1 .41 5 .62 2 .11
M 11.12 4 .46 3 .16 8 .78 14 .52 2 .42 3 .63 6 .05
R 5.85 1 .32 0 .36 13 .66 10 .27 0 .93 0 .93 6 .54
18 L 9.13 12 .64 0 .00 0 .19 8 .91 4 .11 0 .00 0 .69
M 6.45 8 .23 4 .97 6 .76 10 .42 7 .44 1 .49 5 .96
R 4.26 3 .80 7 .92 3 .24 7 .32 4 .39 10.25 5 .13
19 L 5.67 9 .46 1 .24 1 .51 7 .35 7 .35 1 .84 0 .92
M 9.61 6 .51 0 .73 0 .00 6 .74 8 .98 1 .12 0 .00
R 6.74 4 .46 0 .00 3 .27 6 .71 6 .71 0 .00 3 .35
20 L 7.85 2 .89 1 .82 0 .00 6 .33 1 .58 3 .16 0 .00
M 3.39 8 .21 5 .22 5 .10 4 .35 7 .40 4 .35 2 .18
R 4.54 0 .00 2 .37 0 .00 11 .71 0 .00 5 .86 0 .00
21 L 16.36 11 .52 3 .12 0 .00 6 .41 3 .21 4 .81 0 .00
M 4.05 4 .46 8 .25 3 .70 4 .58 3 .66 7 .32 2 .75
R 4.43 4 .34 16 .61 3 .17 9 .68 6 .46 6 .46 4 .84
22 L 21.80 2 .90 0 .00 1 .04 17 .36 2 .48 0 .00 2 .48
M 1.41 10 .81 5 .45 11 .20 2 .27 7 .95 4 .54 2 .27
R 5.17 9 .57 6 .42 0 .93 6 .65 7 .25 4 .23 1 .21
23 L 9.12 0 .00 0 .00 4 .67 13 .39 0 .00 0 .00 4 .46
M 10.66 8 .50 5 .69 0 .00 10 .18 6 .78 6 .11 0 .00
R 14.44 10 .61 0 .88 0 .21 10 .51 9 .93 1 .17 0 .58
24 L 8.47 8 .53 3 .67 8 .19 12 .16 6 .08 4 .73 4 .05
M 10.36 7 .89 10 .46 8 .45 8 .56 5 .27 5 .27 3 .95
R 6.85 5 .60 1 .43 3 .01 9 .83 7 .15 1 .79 1 .79
25 L 8.21 1 .19 1 .23 13 .56 9 .13 2 .61 1 .30 2 .61
M 9.18 7 .77 7 .52 4 .29 10 .20 6 .80 5 .29 3 .40
R 8.17 12 .97 5 .43 1 .69 5 .82 5 .10 5 .10 1 .46
26 L 10.29 5 .67 5 .28 10 .42 7 .93 4 .62 3 .96 5 .95
M 9.67 5 .41 9 .41 3 .94 10 .87 3 .34 7 .53 4 .18
R 9.91 6 .62 2 .90 4 .92 8 .22 5 .48 2 .05 3 .42
27 L 7.03 10 .22 6 .73 4 .59 6 .65 10 .24 3 .07 2 .56
M 9.03 3 .02 11 .92 5 .86 11 .65 2 .50 6 .66 6 .66
R 8.21 9 .47 2 .94 4 .17 8 .77 8 .77 2 .70 3 .37
28 L 4.53 32 .42 0 .00 0 .54 4 .31 5 .74 0 .00 1 .44
M 11.60 19 .44 4 .69 3 .21 9 .47 5 .83 4 .37 0 .73
R 11.74 7 .11 4 .32 3 .98 13 .59 4 .08 6 .80 4 .08
29 L 2.85 9 .57 5 .52 5 .35 5 .92 10 .65 10.06 7 .69
M 8.81 11 .40 3 .03 0 .32 9 .48 8 .18 3 .02 0 .43
R 3.23 7 .09 10 .44 4 .58 4 .07 6 .11 7 .13 2 .04
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30 L 10.05 7.84 0.73 6.86 12.25 8.17 1.02 5.61
M 7.22 17.39 3.62 8.42 1.50 7.49 1.50 5.99
R 5.22 10.50 0.79 6.07 7.91 9.31 1.40 5.59
31 L 0.00 0.00 0.76 2.35 0.00 0.00 2.04 4.08
M 10.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.79 0.00 0.00 0.00
R 4.06 13.18 1.93 0.84 7.20 11.63 3.60 1.66
32 L 8.59 7.57 4.72 0.33 11.65 9.59 6.17 0.69
M 5.01 5.74 1.03 1.97 7.54 4.64 1.16 1.74
R 6.50 8.75 4.34 0.00 8.51 8.51 3.41 0.00
33 L 9.88 9.44 2.92 4.80 9.80 8.02 3.56 4.45
M 3.32 6.50 6.48 1.83 3.73 6.06 6.06 1.40
R 16.02 3.97 0.00 0.00 12.53 4.18 0.00 0.00
34 L 8.80 15.14 2.91 2.61 11.78 10.80 3.93 2.95
M 6.80 6.51 4.84 1.41 11.01 7.49 5.28 3.08
R 6.57 3.08 3.84 3.00 10.92 4.96 5.95 1.98
35 L 0.00 10.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.66 0.00 0.00
M 17.16 0.00 11.95 0.00 5.43 0.00 8.14 0.00
R 1.65 11.20 1.54 3.11 3.38 12.67 1.41 3.38
36 L 7.14 11.85 3.34 0.73 10.95 10.95 5.48 1.83
M 9.82 12.43 0.40 1.93 8.79 9.19 0.40 1.60
R 0.81 4.11 0.42 6.23 1.36 5.42 1.36 4.07
37 L 9.63 5.60 5.85 8.45 8.60 6.07 5.06 5.06
M 7.44 7.33 3.15 3.01 13.86 8.32 4.16 2.77
R 7.91 7.77 10.95 5.77 6.52 7.82 6.52 3.91
38 L 10.42 5.53 4.48 1.12 8.75 3.37 4.04 2.69
M 2.69 3.85 1.74 3.37 4.60 5.52 2.76 6.45
R 3.12 8.54 3.61 12.96 4.42 5.31 2.65 5.31
39 L 4.03 4.63 1.58 2.80 7.23 7.83 1.81 3.62
M 5.00 2.79 0.54 1.38 9.96 2.21 1.11 3.32
R 11.66 1.15 1.33 0.78 14.62 2.92 2.92 0.97
40 L 3.90 6.42 2.92 0.49 7.73 5.41 3.86 1.55
M 10.23 8.36 2.46 1.63 10.06 10.06 1.26 1.26
R 7.67 0.00 4.14 0.00 10.43 0.00 1.74 0.00
41 L 4.17 1.27 4.05 3.49 8.46 2.11 4.23 3.17
M 4.40 4.30 4.33 0.00 4.01 5.62 8.03 0.00
R 8.48 9.90 1.17 3.14 9.59 7.20 1.92 1.44
42 L 6.49 9.73 1.66 0.14 10.35 9.66 3.45 0.69
M 5.20 4.53 6.13 5.57 10.00 5.00 3.33 1.67
R 6.72 4.29 1.49 1.59 8.76 7.09 3.34 1.67
43 L 5.92 6.18 1.58 1.10 7.03 9.13 2.11 0.35
M 7.58 3.43 0.50 6.74 8.13 2.44 1.63 6.50
R 5.06 7.14 3.31 1.04 10.94 5.47 4.10 1.37
44 L 3.71 3.32 3.34 0.15 5.97 3.98 5.31 0.66
M 7.38 9.24 2.64 1.01 11.23 8.98 3.59 1.80
R 4.34 1.53 1.05 0.59 5.76 3.46 3.46 2.31
45 L 3.63 5.35 0.84 2.83 4.80 5.87 2.13 4.27
M 11.01 6.48 6.56 0.95 13.82 5.53 7.37 1.38
R 5.69 7.04 2.42 0.51 11.79 10.10 5.05 1.68
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Appendix I: Analyzed Data (Interaction)
1 2 3 4 5ALL
ask for
info/opinion
agree/support
disagree/
challenge/
pursuade
modify/
develop
Negotiation
of meaning
Correlation
(kendall) 0.058 0.167 0.133 0.255 0.255 0.607
1 Left -5.05 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 equal-type 2 3
Middle -5.05 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
Right -4.21 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 equal-type 2 3
2 L -6.72 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 equal-type 2 2
M -6.72 0.31 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.06 equal-type 2 2
R -7.57 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 equal-type 2 2
3 L -7.57 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -7.14 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 3
R -6.31 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 equal-type 2 3
4 L -6.72 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -5.47 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
R -6.31 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 relativelypassive 1 2
5 L -7.57 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -7.14 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
R -7.57 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
6 L -5.05 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -6.72 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 equal-type 2 3
R -7.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
7 L -4.21 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 dominant 3 4
M -6.31 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 passive 0 1
R -7.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 passive 0 1
8 L -3.81 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 equal-type 2 3
M -5.05 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 equal-type 2 3
R -4.62 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 equal-type 2 3
9 L -4.21 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
M -4.62 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
R -5.05 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 equal-type 2 5
10 L -5.9 0.25 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.33 equal-type 2 3
M -7.57 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.17 passive 0 1
R -4.21 0.60 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.20 equal-type 2 3
11 L -5.47 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -4.62 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
R -7.14 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 passive 0 1
12 L -5.05 0.29 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
M -5.9 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
R -4.21 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 3
13 L -3.42 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 5
M -0.6 0.63 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.05 equal-type 2 5
R -1.85 0.20 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 equal-type 2 5
14 L -5.47 0.22 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.22 equal-type 2 3
M -5.9 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.25 equal-type 2 3
R -7.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.43 equal-type 2 3
15 L -6.31 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 2
M -6.31 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 equal-type 2 2
R -5.47 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 equal-type 2 2
16 L -4.62 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.08 equal-type 2 3
M -4.62 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.20 equal-type 2 3
R -5.05 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 relativelypassive 1 2
17 L -1.85 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 equal-type 2 4
M -1.85 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 4
R -2.65 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 0
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
collaborativ
e 3
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 1
collaborativ
e 3
under-
developed 1
under-
developed 0
under-
developed 1
parallel 2
0.586 0.225
Group Interaction Individual Interaction Group +Individual
Global Interactional Patterns
ID
CEFR
(Interaction)
Interactional Functions per Turn
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18 L -3.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
M -3.04 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 equal-type 2 5
R 0.75 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.18 dominant 3 6
19 L -2.26 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.28 equal-type 2 3
M -3.81 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 equal-type 2 3
R -3.04 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 equal-type 2 3
20 L -3.04 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.14 equal-type 2 5
M -1.01 0.50 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.18 equal-type 2 5
R -3.04 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 relativelypassive 1 4
21 L -5.05 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.25 equal-type 2 5
M -3.81 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.33 0.17 equal-type 2 5
R -1.85 0.50 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.17 equal-type 2 5
22 L -5.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 relativelypassive 1 2
M -1.43 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 equal-type 2 3
R -1.85 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.13 equal-type 2 3
23 L -3.04 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.11 equal-type 2 5
M -1.43 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 equal-type 2 5
R -1.85 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.27 equal-type 2 5
24 L 1.03 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 equal-type 2 4
M -2.26 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
R 1.03 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
25 L -3.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 relativelypassive 1 3
M -0.22 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
R -1.43 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
26 L -1.85 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
M -2.65 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
R -1.85 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
27 L -2.65 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 equal-type 2 4
M -1.85 1.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
R -1.43 0.40 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.40 equal-type 2 4
28 L -5.47 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
M -2.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.33 equal-type 2 4
R 0.46 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 equal-type 2 4
29 L 1.03 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 equal-type 2 4
M -1.43 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 equal-type 2 4
R -1.43 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.33 equal-type 2 4
30 L -0.6 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
M -3.04 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
R -1.43 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 4
31 L 1.31 0.38 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.69 equal-type 2 4
M -1.85 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 relativelypassive 1 3
R 0.46 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.60 dominant 3 5
32 L 0.46 0.17 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.39 equal-type 2 5
M 2.75 0.29 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.29 equal-type 2 5
R 0.46 0.29 0.07 0.00 0.14 0.14 equal-type 2 5
33 L -0.6 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 4
M 1.8 0.50 0.10 0.20 0.00 0.20 dominant 3 5
R -3.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 passive 0 2
34 L -0.6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 relativelypassive 1 4
M 2.75 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 equal-type 2 5
R 2.04 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 equal-type 2 5
35 L -0.6 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.40 relativelypassive 1 3
M -2.65 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.29 relativelypassive 1 3
R 1.03 0.50 0.08 0.00 0.58 0.33 dominant 3 5
36 L -4.62 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 equal-type 2 3
M -1.43 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.25 equal-type 2 3
R -1.85 0.18 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.18 equal-type 2 3
collaborativ
e 3
under-
developed 1
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
under-
developed 1
collaborativ
e 3
parallel 2
parallel 2
parallel 2
parallel 2
parallel 2
parallel 2
parallel 2
asymmetric
al 2
collaborativ
e 3
asymmetric
al 2
collaborativ
e 3
asymmetric
al 2
under-
developed 1
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37 L -1.85 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 equal-type 2 4
M -2.26 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 equal-type 2 4
R -1.85 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 equal-type 2 4
38 L -0.22 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.33 equal-type 2 5
M -0.22 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.25 equal-type 2 5
R -0.22 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
39 L 0.13 0.67 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
M 0.13 0.21 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
R -0.6 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
40 L 0.46 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 equal-type 2 5
M -1.85 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.43 equal-type 2 5
R -1.85 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.38 equal-type 2 5
41 L 2.04 0.00 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.00 equal-type 2 5
M 2.51 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.25 0.25 equal-type 2 5
R 2.51 0.60 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 5
42 L 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.13 equal-type 2 5
M -1.01 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.25 equal-type 2 5
R 0.46 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.13 equal-type 2 5
43 L 1.8 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.20 equal-type 2 5
M -0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.33 equal-type 2 5
R -1.43 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.40 equal-type 2 5
44 L 1.8 0.27 0.18 0.09 0.00 0.27 equal-type 2 5
M 1.03 0.14 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.21 equal-type 2 5
R -0.6 0.14 0.29 0.07 0.00 0.43 equal-type 2 5
45 L 2.75 0.22 0.33 0.00 0.11 0.22 equal-type 2 5
M 2.04 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.11 equal-type 2 5
R 1.03 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.20 equal-type 2 5
parallel 2
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
collaborativ
e 3
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Appendix J: Analyzed Data (Coherence)
IncompleteClosing
Statement per
turn
Question per
turn
Cont-Build
per turn
Cont-Q per
turn
Res-Ackn per
turn
Res-Recy per
turn
Res-T Ext
per turn
Incomplete
Closingper
turn
Correlation
(Kendall) -0.044 -0.099 0.255 0.087 0.04 0.137 -0.065 0.161 0.291 -0.067
1 Left -6.3 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 11 10
Middle -6.3 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 13 11
Right -5.13 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.44 0.39 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 22 18
2 L -7.95 0.00 0.06 0.13 0.50 0.06 0.06 0.25 0.00 0.00 17 16
M -7.95 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.31 0.25 0.19 0.50 0.00 0.00 22 16
R -8.48 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.67 0.00 0.00 8 6
3 L -8.48 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 6 6
M -7.95 0.10 0.30 0.00 0.30 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 10 10
R -7.08 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.38 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 9 8
4 L -7.08 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.33 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 10 9
M -6.68 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 11 10
R -6.68 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.29 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 7 7
5 L -7.95 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3 3
M -7.95 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.17 0.50 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 10 6
R -7.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5 4
6 L -5.52 0.13 0.38 0.00 0.38 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 9 8
M -7.08 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 8 8
R -7.08 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 8 8
7 L -5.52 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.46 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15 13
M -7.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.29 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 8 7
R -7.49 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 8 8
8 L -5.52 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.40 0.07 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.07 15 15
M -6.68 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.38 0.31 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 16 13
R -6.68 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.83 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.00 0.00 23 12
9 L -4.73 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 12 11
M -4.73 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.33 0.11 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00 13 9
R -5.13 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 9 6
10 L -6.3 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.33 0.25 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 14 12
M -7.49 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 6 6
R -4.73 0.20 0.10 0.40 0.50 0.30 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 16 10
11 L -5.52 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 10 8
M -4.32 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.70 0.30 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 13 10
R -7.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.60 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 7 5
12 L -5.52 0.00 0.29 0.43 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 10 7
M -6.3 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.00 5 4
R -5.52 0.00 0.33 0.17 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.17 9 6
13 L -3.92 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.30 0.10 0.70 0.00 0.00 13 10
M -2.28 0.00 0.26 0.11 0.42 0.53 0.05 0.21 0.00 0.00 30 19
R -3.12 0.00 0.07 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.13 0.53 0.00 0.00 20 15
14 L -5.52 0.00 0.11 0.44 0.22 0.33 0.22 0.11 0.00 0.00 13 9
M -6.68 0.13 0.00 0.50 0.13 0.38 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 11 8
R -7.49 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.57 0.43 0.29 0.00 0.00 11 7
15 L -7.08 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.56 0.11 0.33 0.44 0.00 0.00 14 9
M -7.49 0.25 0.33 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.42 0.00 0.00 14 12
R -6.68 0.17 0.25 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.42 0.00 0.00 13 12
16 L -5.91 0.08 0.08 0.54 0.15 0.08 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 14 13
M -5.52 0.00 0.20 0.50 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 11 10
R -5.91 0.14 0.00 0.29 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 6 7
17 L -2.28 0.14 0.00 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 8 7
M -3.53 0.20 0.00 0.40 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 8 5
R -3.53 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.00 6 5
18 L -5.13 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.00 7 7
M -3.92 0.00 0.11 0.33 0.22 0.00 0.11 0.44 0.00 0.00 11 9
R -0.41 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.82 0.09 0.18 0.18 0.00 0.00 18 11
19 L -4.32 0.08 0.04 0.36 0.28 0.08 0.24 0.12 0.00 0.04 31 25
M -5.52 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.13 0.38 0.13 0.25 0.00 0.00 22 16
R -5.52 0.00 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.38 0.31 0.00 0.00 19 16
20 L -5.13 0.07 0.00 0.21 0.29 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 29 14
M -3.92 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.59 0.27 0.09 0.41 0.00 0.00 38 22
R -4.32 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.40 0.00 0.00 9 10
ID
CEFR
(Coherence)
Topic Move
Initiating Moves Developing Moves (Continue & Respond)
Indiv
Turntaking
Total
number of
Topic
Moves
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21 L -3.92 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 8 8
M -3.53 0.00 0.17 0.67 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 10 6
R -1.35 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.17 0.67 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.00 14 6
22 L -5.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 6 6
M -3.53 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.31 0.69 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.00 23 13
R -3.53 0.13 0.06 0.25 0.44 0.44 0.06 0.19 0.00 0.00 25 16
23 L -4.32 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.22 0.11 0.33 0.22 0.00 0.00 13 9
M -3.92 0.00 0.07 0.43 0.07 0.50 0.50 0.21 0.00 0.00 25 14
R -3.92 0.07 0.00 0.60 0.07 0.20 0.33 0.13 0.00 0.00 21 15
24 L 0.75 0.00 0.29 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.43 0.00 0.00 9 7
M -2.28 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 6 5
R 1.65 0.00 0.14 0.29 0.43 0.14 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 10 7
25 L -3.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1 1
M -1.35 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 6 4
R -1.35 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 4 3
26 L -0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 6 3
M -1.35 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 4 3
R -1.35 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 7 5
27 L -1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 7 4
M -2.28 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 7 4
R -1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.20 0.60 0.00 0.00 7 5
28 L -4.73 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 5 3
M -1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 4 3
R -0.87 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 8 4
29 L 1.37 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 6 3
M -1.82 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 5 5
R -0.87 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 4 3
30 L 0.02 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 5 3
M -3.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 6 3
R -1.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 6 3
31 L -1.23 0.08 0.23 0.23 0.54 0.31 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 20 13
M -4.03 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.25 9 4
R 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.13 0.27 0.13 0.33 0.00 0.00 19 15
32 L 0.75 0.00 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.17 0.22 0.28 0.00 0.22 22 18
M 2.69 0.00 0.10 0.14 0.33 0.14 0.05 0.29 0.00 0.05 23 21
R 0.4 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.21 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.14 17 14
33 L -0.41 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.20 9 5
M 1.37 0.00 0.10 0.30 0.70 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14 10
R -1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 4 4
34 L 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 4 2
M 3.21 0.00 0.22 0.33 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 13 9
R 2.44 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.33 0.83 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.17 12 6
35 L -0.87 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.60 0.20 0.00 9 5
M -2.71 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.14 0.43 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 8 7
R 0.75 0.00 0.08 0.58 0.50 0.58 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 22 12
36 L -5.52 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.11 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.11 8 9
M -2.71 0.17 0.25 0.08 0.50 0.17 0.08 0.17 0.00 0.08 18 12
R -3.92 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.27 0.27 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.09 14 11
37 L -1.82 0.13 0.25 0.25 0.13 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.00 0.13 14 8
M -2.28 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 7 7
R -1.82 0.11 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.11 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.11 11 9
38 L -0.87 0.00 0.13 0.27 0.13 0.27 0.13 0.20 0.00 0.00 17 15
M -0.87 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.06 0.19 0.19 0.25 0.00 0.06 17 16
R -0.87 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.17 1.00 0.17 0.33 0.00 0.33 13 6
39 L -0.41 0.07 0.33 0.47 0.40 0.33 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 26 15
M -0.41 0.07 0.14 0.21 0.00 0.14 0.07 0.50 0.00 0.00 16 14
R -0.87 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.38 0.50 0.63 0.00 0.00 14 8
40 L 0.4 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.50 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 11 10
M -2.28 0.07 0.00 0.14 0.07 0.14 0.21 0.57 0.00 0.07 18 14
R -2.28 0.25 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.38 0.38 0.25 0.00 0.13 13 8
41 L 2.95 0.00 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 7 3
M 4.33 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 10 8
R 2.95 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17 10
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42 L 1.07 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.25 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.00 10 8
M 0.4 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.00 8 4
R 1.65 0.13 0.00 0.63 0.13 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 11 8
43 L 1.92 0.20 0.20 1.00 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11 5
M -0.41 0.00 0.11 0.33 0.22 0.44 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 12 9
R -1.82 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.60 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.00 10 5
44 L 2.44 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.36 0.36 0.18 0.18 0.00 0.00 15 11
M 1.07 0.21 0.00 0.21 0.14 0.50 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 18 14
R -1.35 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.50 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 16 14
45 L 2.69 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.11 0.22 0.33 0.00 0.00 12 9
M 2.18 0.11 0.11 0.33 0.33 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12 9
R 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.20 0.60 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.00 9 5
0.291 0.289 -0.148 -0.273 0.497 0.046 0.012
1 Left 1.10 2.86 2.86 14.29 0.00 14.29 34.29
Middle 1.18 0.00 3.51 8.77 0.00 10.53 22.81
Right 1.22 1.47 4.41 8.82 0.00 7.35 22.06
2 L 1.06 2.56 0.00 23.08 2.56 12.82 41.03
M 1.38 1.82 1.82 21.82 0.00 7.27 32.73
R 1.33 0.00 0.00 18.18 0.00 13.64 31.82
3 L 1.00 0.00 0.00 4.55 0.00 13.64 18.18
M 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.13 0.00 5.13 10.26
R 1.13 0.00 0.00 8.57 2.86 8.57 20.00
4 L 1.11 2.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 12.00 18.00
M 1.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.28 12.28
R 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 15.00
5 L 1.00 0.00 0.00 6.25 0.00 0.00 6.25
M 1.67 0.00 0.00 22.58 0.00 12.90 35.48
R 1.25 0.00 0.00 4.76 0.00 23.81 28.57
6 L 1.13 0.00 2.17 2.17 0.00 10.87 15.22
M 1.00 3.85 0.00 11.54 0.00 3.85 19.23
R 1.00 3.03 3.03 6.06 0.00 9.09 21.21
7 L 1.15 1.10 0.00 6.59 0.00 8.79 16.48
M 1.14 9.09 0.00 15.15 0.00 9.09 33.33
R 1.00 0.00 0.00 16.13 0.00 3.23 19.35
8 L 1.00 2.94 0.00 5.88 0.00 19.12 27.94
M 1.23 2.86 5.71 31.43 0.00 14.29 54.29
R 1.92 0.00 1.39 19.44 0.00 11.11 31.94
9 L 1.09 7.55 0.00 11.32 1.89 9.43 30.19
M 1.44 4.17 0.00 8.33 6.25 10.42 29.17
R 1.50 2.22 2.22 8.89 4.44 8.89 26.67
10 L 1.17 0.00 1.85 12.96 0.00 5.56 20.37
M 1.00 0.00 9.09 36.36 0.00 9.09 54.55
R 1.60 2.70 0.00 6.76 4.05 17.57 31.08
ID
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(Kendall)
TOTAL per
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11 L 1.25 2.56 2.56 10.26 5.13 7.69 28.21
M 1.30 2.90 0.00 14.49 2.90 14.49 34.78
R 1.40 6.45 0.00 16.13 3.23 6.45 32.26
12 L 1.43 0.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 18.00 26.00
M 1.25 4.55 0.00 0.00 4.55 13.64 22.73
R 1.50 2.44 0.00 7.32 0.00 12.20 21.95
13 L 1.30 6.52 2.17 8.70 0.00 8.70 26.09
M 1.58 3.88 0.78 7.75 0.00 5.43 17.83
R 1.33 1.47 1.47 11.76 1.47 11.76 27.94
14 L 1.44 0.00 0.00 16.67 4.17 18.75 39.58
M 1.38 2.44 0.00 7.32 2.44 17.07 29.27
R 1.57 0.00 4.17 29.17 4.17 16.67 54.17
15 L 1.56 2.13 2.13 17.02 0.00 14.89 36.17
M 1.17 0.00 0.00 4.84 0.00 12.90 17.74
R 1.08 0.00 1.96 9.80 0.00 5.88 17.65
16 L 1.08 0.00 9.68 3.23 1.61 12.90 27.42
M 1.10 0.00 2.27 6.82 2.27 15.91 27.27
R 0.86 0.00 3.70 7.41 3.70 11.11 25.93
17 L 1.14 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 12.99 23.38
M 1.60 1.85 0.00 5.56 0.00 20.37 27.78
R 1.20 4.48 0.00 4.48 2.99 20.90 32.84
18 L 1.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 4.17 12.50 18.75
M 1.22 0.00 0.00 4.84 3.23 17.74 25.81
R 1.64 0.00 0.00 3.73 3.73 8.96 16.42
19 L 1.24 0.00 1.16 22.09 1.16 33.72 58.14
M 1.38 1.69 0.00 22.03 0.00 37.29 61.02
R 1.19 2.08 0.00 33.33 0.00 33.33 68.75
20 L 2.07 1.59 1.59 20.63 0.00 4.76 28.57
M 1.73 5.56 3.47 6.25 0.00 12.50 27.78
R 0.90 0.00 2.78 13.89 0.00 5.56 22.22
21 L 1.00 6.25 0.00 15.63 3.13 18.75 43.75
M 1.67 1.37 1.37 6.85 2.74 8.22 20.55
R 2.33 3.80 0.00 6.33 6.33 7.59 24.05
22 L 1.00 0.00 0.00 7.69 0.00 15.38 23.08
M 1.77 1.56 1.56 12.50 1.56 14.06 31.25
R 1.56 3.13 1.04 9.38 2.08 16.67 32.29
23 L 1.44 1.85 0.00 11.11 0.00 24.07 37.04
M 1.79 1.14 0.00 22.73 1.14 28.41 53.41
R 1.40 0.00 0.00 14.00 0.00 27.00 41.00
24 L 1.29 1.90 0.00 2.86 1.90 15.24 21.90
M 1.20 1.20 0.00 4.82 4.82 19.28 30.12
R 1.43 2.06 0.00 2.06 2.06 17.53 23.71
25 L 1.00 4.17 0.00 0.00 4.17 8.33 16.67
M 1.50 2.75 0.00 1.83 7.34 11.01 22.94
R 1.33 1.47 0.00 0.00 8.82 8.82 19.12
26 L 2.00 1.22 0.00 2.44 7.32 17.07 28.05
M 1.33 1.89 0.00 1.89 7.55 20.75 32.08
R 1.40 6.76 0.00 2.70 5.41 14.86 29.73
27 L 1.75 0.00 0.00 7.27 5.45 18.18 30.91
M 1.75 2.25 1.12 5.62 7.87 15.73 32.58
R 1.40 7.59 0.00 2.53 8.86 20.25 39.24
28 L 1.67 3.45 0.00 10.34 6.90 17.24 37.93
M 1.33 1.64 0.00 1.64 8.20 21.31 32.79
R 2.00 6.67 0.00 6.67 3.33 13.33 30.00
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29 L 2.00 10.00 0.00 8.33 28.33 30.00 76.67
M 1.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 2.86 24.29 31.43
R 1.33 0.00 0.00 3.13 7.81 9.38 20.31
30 L 1.67 5.45 0.00 0.00 6.36 16.36 28.18
M 2.00 5.88 0.00 11.76 5.88 11.76 35.29
R 2.00 3.77 0.00 0.00 1.89 14.15 19.81
31 L 1.54 4.17 0.00 9.72 1.39 6.94 22.22
M 2.25 0.00 0.00 20.69 0.00 10.34 31.03
R 1.27 1.86 0.00 6.83 8.07 11.18 27.95
32 L 1.22 1.10 1.10 19.78 4.40 15.38 41.76
M 1.10 5.36 0.00 3.57 4.76 6.55 20.24
R 1.21 2.67 0.00 9.33 4.00 9.33 25.33
33 L 1.80 4.94 0.00 7.41 6.17 4.94 23.46
M 1.40 0.00 0.66 3.31 7.28 12.58 23.84
R 1.00 0.00 0.00 15.79 5.26 5.26 26.32
34 L 2.00 2.70 0.00 2.70 16.22 16.22 37.84
M 1.44 5.71 0.00 3.43 7.43 8.57 25.14
R 2.00 2.30 0.00 8.05 4.60 9.20 24.14
35 L 1.80 4.92 0.00 8.20 4.92 11.48 29.51
M 1.14 6.06 6.06 15.15 3.03 9.09 39.39
R 1.83 3.77 0.00 6.60 7.55 14.15 32.08
36 L 0.89 0.00 0.00 26.92 0.00 7.69 34.62
M 1.50 4.12 0.00 4.12 3.09 10.31 21.65
R 1.27 0.00 0.00 23.91 6.52 17.39 47.83
37 L 1.75 1.67 0.00 5.00 4.17 10.83 21.67
M 1.00 0.00 0.00 7.69 3.85 11.54 23.08
R 1.22 5.15 0.00 7.22 5.15 17.53 35.05
38 L 1.13 2.94 0.00 14.71 3.92 15.69 37.25
M 1.06 4.55 0.00 13.64 2.27 12.50 32.95
R 2.17 2.99 0.00 4.48 2.99 10.45 20.90
39 L 1.73 0.82 2.46 11.48 3.28 6.56 24.59
M 1.14 2.82 1.41 9.86 5.63 12.68 32.39
R 1.75 1.59 0.00 12.70 3.17 20.63 38.10
40 L 1.10 5.19 1.30 9.09 6.49 9.09 31.17
M 1.29 1.20 1.20 14.46 1.20 12.05 30.12
R 1.63 0.00 0.00 16.00 6.00 10.00 32.00
41 L 2.33 7.41 0.00 2.47 2.47 22.22 34.57
M 1.25 3.13 0.00 4.17 6.25 16.67 30.21
R 1.70 1.53 0.00 7.63 9.16 7.63 25.95
42 L 1.25 2.27 1.14 2.27 4.55 14.77 25.00
M 2.00 0.00 2.44 9.76 0.00 14.63 26.83
R 1.38 4.58 0.00 3.82 3.82 9.16 21.37
43 L 2.20 4.74 0.43 1.29 9.91 12.50 28.88
M 1.33 4.00 0.00 4.00 3.00 19.00 30.00
R 2.00 6.78 0.00 6.78 5.08 10.17 28.81
44 L 1.36 3.87 1.29 3.87 5.81 9.03 23.87
M 1.29 2.21 0.00 2.94 5.15 14.71 25.00
R 1.14 3.80 6.33 13.92 5.06 7.59 36.71
45 L 1.33 8.25 1.03 1.55 6.70 8.25 25.77
M 1.33 2.61 0.00 4.58 6.54 16.34 30.07
R 1.80 4.65 0.00 9.30 4.65 4.65 23.26
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Group
No.
Name
ofthe
assigned
topic
Numberofsubordinate
topics
Totalnumberofturn-takings
Totalumberofwords
CEF
Coherence
group
average
1 Family 7 45 177 -5.91 family pet family do volleyball family do
2 Hobby 2 48 129 -8.13 sport basket
3 School 6 26 109 -7.84 club subject sport lunch English color
4 School 5 29 152 -6.81 club school subject sport teacher
5 Family 4 19 74 -7.95 family pet breakdown birthday
6 School 6 24 118 -6.56 school teacher do/friend club subject school
7 Family 4 32 212 -6.70 family pet family sport
8 Hobby 5 44 194 -6.29 hobby book sleep book ano. Hobby
9 School 3 30 173 -4.86 school best friend subject
10 School 5 28 160 -6.17 birthday teacher school exam homework
11 School 1 27 147 -5.64 club
12 Hobby 2 20 132 -5.78 hobby ano. Hobby
13 School 5 57 306 -3.11 subject club school teacher free time
14 Hobby 4 39 130 -6.56 hobby sleeping guitar train
15 School 11 48 176 -7.08 club subject school meaningles club meaningles name meaningles club subject meaningles
16 Hobby 6 34 154 -5.78 hobby music guitar game baseball soccer
17 Family 2 17 217 -3.11 family pet
18 School 5 27 289 -3.15 subject friends club after exam
19 Family 5 68 215 -5.12 family sister pet father's job sister
20 Hobby 3 61 268 -4.46 hobby movie recent
21 School 2 26 203 -2.93 school life school
22 Hobby 6 41 235 -4.06 hobby book kendama music sport game
23 Family 3 55 305 -4.05 family pet room
24 Family 3 19 316 0.04 family travel age
25 Hobby 2 8 269 -1.94 hobby book
26 Friend 2 11 268 -1.19 friends do/friends
27 School 3 15 308 -1.97 school reason J.H.
28 Friend 2 14 193 -2.47 friends club
29 School 2 14 387 -0.44 school life JH life
30 Family 3 9 354 -1.62 family father mother
31 Culture 4 40 380 -1.62 Korean foreigner experience Korea
32 Hobby 3 53 416 1.28 Kendo cooking golf
33 Dream 2 19 327 -0.29 Australia professor
34 English 4 23 379 2.13 Intro English1 English2 English3
35 Culture 3 26 484 -0.94 dialect mottainai part-time
36 Culture 5 41 227 -4.05 culture Kyoto Yatsuhashi tea Daibutsu
37 Dream 3 26 318 -1.97 dream soccer another
38 Dream 5 50 294 -0.87 hand Kyushu help pelple Egypt foreign c.
39 Dream 6 52 316 -0.56 go abroad teacher go abroad ab. music music dream
40 Dream 7 42 320 -1.39 pilot cheerleade dream chapel past dream past bird
41 Culture 3 30 381 3.41 seniority train sport &
42 Culture 3 27 331 1.04 Americani Valentine Jap.
43 Culture 3 23 485 -0.10 food tea another
44 Culture 4 38 430 0.72 Jap student license study sport
45 Culture 3 26 459 1.87 Kr&Jp Kr drama BoA
Name of the subordinate topics (Background: white: coherent change, pale: rather abrupt
change, gray: abrupt change
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Appendix K: Neural Network Analysis Output Data
Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 1 Plan 2
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
0.469 Observed Estimated 0.719 Observed Estimated 0.167 Observed Estimated 0.520 Observed Estimated
No. Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value
1 19 -5.82 -6.25 1 -7.32 -1.87 19 -6.05 -7.19 1 -6.94 -8.70
2 20 -8.26 -8.95 4 -8.72 -6.89 20 -7.38 -8.72 4 -8.25 -8.70
3 21 -9.20 -9.07 7 -9.20 -6.37 21 -8.72 -4.26 7 -8.72 -4.41
4 22 -5.32 -8.87 11 -7.80 -6.76 22 -5.16 -1.52 11 -6.94 -8.70
5 23 -6.33 -8.88 14 -9.20 -6.65 23 -6.05 3.50 14 -8.72 0.01
6 24 -6.33 -9.09 17 -8.72 -1.84 24 -5.60 -4.64 17 -8.25 -4.43
7 25 -5.32 -9.17 21 -9.20 -6.92 25 -7.38 -8.72 21 -8.72 -8.52
8 26 -5.82 -9.15 24 -6.33 -1.80 26 -6.94 -6.92 24 -5.60 -0.78
9 27 -6.33 -7.85 27 -6.33 -1.84 27 -6.50 -6.89 27 -6.50 -7.75
10 40 -6.83 -8.63 29 -9.74 -9.10 40 -6.05 -1.94 29 -8.72 -2.41
11 41 -6.83 -9.14 32 -6.33 -1.84 41 -6.94 -1.42 32 -5.16 -3.62
12 42 -8.72 -8.97 36 -5.82 -6.80 42 -7.38 -1.42 36 -5.60 -5.43
13 43 -8.26 -8.58 39 -3.48 -1.83 43 -7.38 -8.72 39 -4.31 -0.65
14 44 -7.80 -9.15 40 -6.83 -6.87 44 -7.38 -4.82 40 -6.05 -0.63
15 45 -8.26 -9.19 43 -8.26 -6.91 45 -6.50 -6.03 43 -7.38 -3.65
16 62 -3.00 -9.20 48 -6.33 -1.87 62 -2.48 -2.50 48 -4.31 -0.42
17 63 -1.27 -9.20 51 -3.00 -1.63 63 -1.33 -1.44 51 -1.92 -8.70
18 64 -3.94 -8.47 54 0.75 -0.80 64 -3.45 -8.67 54 0.58 3.48
19 65 -3.00 -8.46 55 -3.94 -6.92 65 -2.99 -7.09 55 -4.73 -5.49
20 66 -3.94 -9.20 58 -5.32 -6.92 66 -3.89 -2.34 58 -4.73 -0.45
21 67 -3.94 -9.20 61 -4.39 -1.84 67 -4.31 -1.42 61 -3.45 -0.50
22 68 -3.48 -9.20 65 -3.00 -1.99 68 -2.99 2.63 65 -2.99 -3.48
23 69 -3.48 -9.20 68 -3.48 -2.08 69 -3.89 -1.44 68 -2.99 1.56
24 84 -0.66 -3.93 70 1.44 -1.80 84 -0.77 -8.72 70 0.58 -0.63
25 85 2.04 -9.20 73 -3.00 -7.19 85 0.58 -8.72 73 -1.92 -6.12
26 86 -1.89 -7.51 77 -1.27 -1.84 86 -2.48 -2.62 77 -1.92 -2.04
27 87 -0.66 -2.76 80 -1.89 -0.50 87 -1.33 -1.42 80 -2.48 -2.94
28 88 0.35 -8.30 84 -0.66 -1.23 88 -0.26 3.50 84 -0.77 -4.10
29 89 -3.48 -2.15 87 -0.66 1.88 89 -2.99 -6.12 87 -1.33 -0.53
30 90 -3.00 -6.73 90 -3.00 -1.84 90 -3.45 -2.62 90 -3.45 -0.39
31 101 3.41 -4.62 92 -3.05 -3.07 101 2.94 3.50 92 -3.52 -1.25
32 102 2.87 -8.85 95 3.69 2.02 102 2.12 -2.44 95 3.22 -0.70
33 103 -0.12 -8.77 99 -3.00 -3.84 103 -0.26 -8.72 99 -2.99 -1.64
34 104 -1.89 -4.95 102 2.87 1.59 104 -2.99 -1.42 102 2.12 3.45
35 105 1.11 -3.25 103 -0.12 -1.84 105 0.58 -1.28 103 -0.26 -0.39
36 116 -0.66 -9.19 108 -3.48 -1.84 116 0.19 -1.44 108 -3.89 -3.67
37 117 -0.66 -8.86 111 -2.47 0.04 117 -0.77 -1.78 111 -1.92 -2.05
38 118 1.44 -5.71 112 -0.12 2.02 118 1.25 -8.72 112 -0.77 -0.65
39 119 -2.47 -9.20 115 -0.66 -2.07 119 -3.45 -3.14 115 -0.77 -0.42
40 120 -1.27 -3.41 119 -2.47 1.70 120 -2.99 -5.57 119 -3.45 -5.68
41 131 2.04 -5.88 121 3.69 -1.83 131 0.93 -1.49 121 3.50 -1.16
42 132 -0.12 -9.20 124 1.11 1.97 132 0.19 3.37 124 1.25 -0.39
43 133 3.41 -5.86 128 1.11 -1.00 133 3.50 -8.72 128 -0.26 -1.78
44 134 2.87 -2.09 131 2.04 2.02 134 2.40 -2.63 131 0.93 1.96
45 135 1.44 -7.21 135 1.44 -1.84 135 0.93 -6.36 135 0.93 -3.83
RANGE ACCURACY
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Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 1 Plan 2
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
0.586 Observed Estimated 0.669 Observed Estimated 0.630 Observed Estimated 0.635 Observed Estimated
No. Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Evdata CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value
1 19 -4.65 -1.89 1 -6.36 -3.74 19 -4.21 -2.77 1 -5.05 -6.92
2 20 -5.93 -5.68 4 -7.62 -3.74 20 -6.31 -7.11 4 -6.72 -7.01
3 21 -8.07 -8.05 7 -8.57 -8.22 21 -7.57 -7.12 7 -7.57 -6.96
4 22 -4.65 -8.05 11 -7.62 -4.14 22 -3.81 -4.58 11 -5.47 -6.93
5 23 -5.93 -8.03 14 -8.07 -8.20 23 -5.05 -3.36 14 -7.14 -5.27
6 24 -5.93 -7.49 17 -7.20 -8.24 24 -4.62 -4.59 17 -6.72 -6.91
7 25 -5.07 -3.54 21 -8.07 -3.71 25 -4.21 -0.95 21 -7.57 -5.98
8 26 -5.50 -7.95 24 -5.93 -0.28 26 -4.62 -0.98 24 -4.62 -6.61
9 27 -5.50 -8.07 27 -5.50 -1.71 27 -5.05 -0.90 27 -5.05 -3.96
10 40 -6.36 -8.06 29 -8.57 -8.24 40 -5.47 -5.71 29 -7.57 -6.96
11 41 -7.20 -8.04 32 -5.07 -0.28 41 -5.90 -5.55 32 -4.62 -6.91
12 42 -8.07 -7.99 36 -5.93 -3.72 42 -7.14 -3.36 36 -4.21 -6.81
13 43 -7.20 -8.07 39 -3.02 -3.25 43 -6.31 -7.13 39 -1.85 -1.51
14 44 -7.20 -7.17 40 -6.36 -7.52 44 -6.31 -7.12 40 -5.47 -7.02
15 45 -6.78 -8.07 43 -7.20 -8.24 45 -5.47 -7.12 43 -6.31 -7.02
16 62 -3.43 -7.18 48 -5.93 -6.05 62 -3.81 2.71 48 -5.05 -2.87
17 63 -1.63 -7.22 51 -2.59 -0.02 63 -1.85 2.65 51 -2.65 -2.72
18 64 -4.24 -6.52 54 0.95 1.60 64 -5.05 -6.99 54 0.75 -2.20
19 65 -3.02 -8.06 55 -3.84 -2.03 65 -1.43 -4.07 55 -2.26 -5.92
20 66 -3.02 -4.57 58 -4.24 -0.30 66 -1.85 -2.77 58 -3.04 1.07
21 67 -3.43 -3.32 61 -3.84 -3.74 67 -3.04 2.11 61 -5.05 -0.58
22 68 -2.59 -7.88 65 -3.02 -1.33 68 -1.43 2.22 65 -1.43 -6.88
23 69 -2.59 -2.56 68 -2.59 1.60 69 -1.85 2.70 68 -1.43 -2.62
24 84 -0.15 -7.88 70 1.54 2.57 84 0.46 -1.18 70 1.03 -2.31
25 85 1.54 2.74 73 -3.02 -8.22 85 1.03 2.15 73 -3.42 -2.77
26 86 -2.12 -2.50 77 -1.63 -0.40 86 -1.43 -1.07 77 -2.65 -2.64
27 87 -2.12 -7.37 80 -2.59 1.50 87 -1.43 -7.56 80 -1.85 -4.86
28 88 -0.61 -2.17 84 -0.15 -3.74 88 -0.60 -1.51 84 0.46 -0.46
29 89 -3.43 -8.00 87 -2.12 -1.20 89 -3.04 -1.51 87 -1.43 -2.76
30 90 -2.12 2.53 90 -2.12 1.59 90 -1.43 -1.51 90 -1.43 -3.17
31 101 3.09 2.38 92 -3.55 -6.06 101 2.75 -0.81 92 -1.85 -2.77
32 102 2.59 -7.09 95 3.09 1.82 102 2.04 -0.90 95 2.75 -2.63
33 103 -0.15 -8.07 99 -3.43 -0.93 103 -0.60 -1.69 99 -3.81 -2.77
34 104 -1.63 -8.07 102 2.59 1.67 104 -2.65 -4.09 102 2.04 -2.38
35 105 1.54 2.58 103 -0.15 -7.21 105 1.03 2.72 103 -0.60 -6.94
36 116 0.26 -3.09 108 -2.59 -3.74 116 0.13 -1.16 108 -1.85 -6.84
37 117 -0.15 -7.58 111 -2.12 0.52 117 -0.60 -1.25 111 -1.85 -2.71
38 118 0.62 -5.26 112 -0.15 -3.08 118 0.46 2.73 112 -0.22 -2.42
39 119 -2.59 -7.38 115 -0.15 -0.16 119 -1.85 2.73 115 0.13 -2.68
40 120 -2.59 -8.06 119 -2.59 -2.46 120 -1.85 2.73 119 -1.85 -2.08
41 131 0.95 2.51 121 3.09 2.59 131 1.03 2.10 121 2.04 1.20
42 132 -0.61 -7.34 124 0.95 1.56 132 -0.60 2.73 124 0.13 1.20
43 133 3.09 2.45 128 0.26 0.07 133 2.75 0.86 128 -0.22 1.20
44 134 2.08 1.96 131 0.95 2.57 134 2.04 1.07 131 1.03 -0.82
45 135 1.26 -5.90 135 1.26 -3.73 135 1.03 -1.37 135 1.03 -2.75
FLUENCY INTERACTION
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P lan 1 P lan 2
Corre lation Correlation
0 .7 1 7 Observed Estimated 0 .8 9 7 Observed Estimated
No. Ev data CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value Ev data CEFR_ValueCEFR_Value
1 19 -5.52 -3 .16 1 -6 .30 -6.33
2 20 -7.08 -7 .42 4 -7 .95 -8.00
3 21 -7.49 -3 .97 7 -8 .48 -7.65
4 22 -5.52 -0 .92 11 -6 .68 -4.08
5 23 -6.68 -5 .18 14 -7 .95 -7.65
6 24 -6.68 -4 .12 17 -7 .08 -6.72
7 25 -4.73 -3 .16 21 -7 .49 -7.43
8 26 -4.73 -3 .87 24 -6 .68 -8.15
9 27 -5.13 -7 .40 27 -5 .13 -5.85
10 40 -5.52 -4 .94 29 -7 .49 -7.47
11 41 -6.68 -4 .95 32 -4 .32 -7.47
12 42 -7.49 -5 .36 36 -5 .52 -7.29
13 43 -7.08 -7 .37 39 -3 .12 -3.15
14 44 -7.49 1 .63 40 -5 .52 -4.10
15 45 -6.68 -5 .08 43 -7 .08 -6.58
16 62 -3.53 -5 .13 48 -5 .91 -5.47
17 63 -1.35 -5 .13 51 -3 .53 -2.88
18 64 -5.13 -3 .11 54 -0 .41 0.81
19 65 -3.53 -4 .10 55 -4 .32 -5.85
20 66 -3.53 -2 .71 58 -5 .13 -6.53
21 67 -4.32 -4 .43 61 -3 .92 -2.96
22 68 -3.92 -4 .42 65 -3 .53 -3.95
23 69 -3.92 -3 .53 68 -3 .92 -3.71
24 84 -0.87 -3 .23 70 0 .75 1.27
25 85 1.37 -1 .17 73 -3 .12 -3.12
26 86 -1.82 -0 .77 77 -1 .35 -0.25
27 87 -0.87 -1 .20 80 -2 .28 1.30
28 88 0.02 2 .13 84 -0 .87 -1.83
29 89 -3.53 -3 .81 87 -0 .87 0.85
30 90 -1.35 -4 .69 90 -1 .35 2.42
31 101 3.21 2 .85 92 -4 .03 -7.19
32 102 2.44 2 .77 95 2 .69 2.09
33 103 -0.87 -2 .84 99 -1 .82 -4.30
34 104 -2.71 -4 .95 102 2 .44 1.64
35 105 0.75 -2 .00 103 -0 .87 -0.71
36 116 -0.41 2 .81 108 -3 .92 -2.09
37 117 -0.87 2 .56 111 -1 .82 -5.33
38 118 0.40 -0 .42 112 -0 .87 -1.46
39 119 -2.28 -0 .43 115 -0 .41 -2.10
40 120 -2.28 -0 .87 119 -2 .28 -1.52
41 131 1.07 3 .03 121 2 .95 2.24
42 132 -1.35 -3 .05 124 1 .07 1.88
43 133 2.69 2 .97 128 -0 .41 -0.71
44 134 2.18 2 .95 131 1 .07 2.88
45 135 0.75 0 .51 135 0 .75 1.21
CO H ERENCE
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CEFR Global Estimation
Correlation Correlation Correlation
0.851442 Observed Estimated 0.841011 Observed Estimated 0.840448 Observed Estimated
Ev. Data CEF_value CEF_value Ev. Data CEF_value CEF_value Ev. Data CEF_value CEF_value
1 -7.32 -9.08 1 -7.32 -5.07 1 -7.32 -7.34
4 -8.72 -9.58 4 -8.72 -6.76 4 -8.72 -9.00
7 -9.20 -9.53 7 -9.20 -9.20 7 -9.20 -9.14
11 -7.80 -4.95 11 -7.80 -3.45 11 -7.80 -8.57
14 -9.20 -8.40 14 -9.20 -8.80 14 -9.20 -9.36
17 -8.72 -6.85 17 -8.72 -6.99 17 -8.72 -8.48
21 -9.20 -6.53 21 -9.20 -5.51 21 -9.20 -7.23
24 -6.33 -4.52 24 -6.33 -5.46 24 -6.33 -6.46
27 -6.33 -3.83 27 -6.33 -5.38 27 -6.33 -7.32
29 -9.74 -9.51 29 -9.74 -9.50 29 -9.74 -8.97
32 -6.33 -6.68 32 -6.33 -4.97 32 -6.33 -6.06
36 -5.82 -5.15 36 -5.82 -6.81 36 -5.82 -6.93
39 -3.48 -3.58 39 -3.48 1.29 39 -3.48 -2.27
40 -6.83 -3.29 40 -6.83 -6.01 40 -6.83 -9.12
43 -8.26 -4.30 43 -8.26 -8.44 43 -8.26 -7.19
48 -6.33 -9.51 48 -6.33 -5.63 48 -6.33 -7.51
51 -3.00 -2.60 51 -3.00 1.18 51 -3.00 -7.09
54 0.75 1.04 54 0.75 1.34 54 0.75 -2.43
55 -3.94 -3.62 55 -3.94 1.30 55 -3.94 -8.75
58 -5.32 -2.93 58 -5.32 1.25 58 -5.32 -2.46
61 -4.39 -4.13 61 -4.39 -4.11 61 -4.39 -5.23
65 -3.00 -3.16 65 -3.00 -0.67 65 -3.00 -4.41
68 -3.48 -2.15 68 -3.48 2.86 68 -3.48 0.44
70 1.44 -0.51 70 1.44 2.88 70 1.44 0.41
73 -3.00 1.19 73 -3.00 -2.00 73 -3.00 -7.27
77 -1.27 -0.67 77 -1.27 -1.49 77 -1.27 -3.25
80 -1.89 -1.41 80 -1.89 -0.24 80 -1.89 -3.03
84 -0.66 -3.00 84 -0.66 -3.13 84 -0.66 -4.10
87 -0.66 2.12 87 -0.66 0.02 87 -0.66 -0.88
90 -3.00 2.71 90 -3.00 1.34 90 -3.00 -2.73
92 -3.05 -4.03 92 -3.05 1.76 92 -3.05 -2.29
95 3.69 3.61 95 3.69 1.34 95 3.69 0.53
99 -3.00 -2.18 99 -3.00 -1.76 99 -3.00 -7.11
102 2.87 3.34 102 2.87 2.88 102 2.87 2.39
103 -0.12 3.39 103 -0.12 2.87 103 -0.12 1.18
108 -3.48 -1.86 108 -3.48 2.55 108 -3.48 -5.56
111 -2.47 -1.01 111 -2.47 2.86 111 -2.47 0.53
112 -0.12 -2.66 112 -0.12 2.87 112 -0.12 2.01
115 -0.66 -3.37 115 -0.66 1.34 115 -0.66 -2.21
119 -2.47 -1.37 119 -2.47 1.34 119 -2.47 -6.83
121 3.69 0.06 121 3.69 2.88 121 3.69 1.93
124 1.11 2.56 124 1.11 1.70 124 1.11 0.83
128 1.11 -0.42 128 1.11 2.88 128 1.11 2.37
131 2.04 3.64 131 2.04 1.34 131 2.04 -3.52
135 1.44 -0.46 135 1.44 2.87 135 1.44 2.17
学習回数 1,000 学習回数 1,000 学習回数 1,000
重み 0.7 重み 0.3 重み 0.3
4 3 3中間層ユニット数 中間層ユニット数 中間層ユニット数
CEFR: Global CEFR: Global CEFR: Global
15 items over 0 .5 coe ffic ient 8 items over 0 .6 coeffic ient82 items (Plan 2)
Plan 2 (Except Accuracy) Plan 2 (Except Accuracy)
